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la B)strt,h.V " ReligionB of llodia” we find the following 
BOtice of BoimanujA “ In the twelfth, century this qualified 
ideajisia (viz. that of the Ffincar^aa or Bbagavatas) waa suc- 
cessfully revived by Rama4iuja, a Biahma^ and a native of the 
neighbouihood of Madras, who gave a systematic exposition of 
it in, his comjneritary on the Vcdd'ntck Sutras. He argued 
against the absolute Advaita of Sankara^ maintained the separate 
but finite reality of individual beings, and cejpcfced tlie theoiy 
of the His followers, called Bamanujae, after his name, 

worship Rama as the representative of the Supreme Beiug, they 
are divided into* several branches, and* are very numerous, partic- 
ularly in the South.” And Sir Monier Williams ia his.“ Btabma- 
nism. and Hinduism” Wtntes : — Ramanuja, or as he is called by 
bis followers Ramaoujacarya, was boro about the twelfth century 
at Stri (Sri) Parambattur, a town about tweuty-six miles west of 
Madias. He is known to> have studied, and tanight at Kanci- 
puram, and- to have resided towards the end of his life at 
Srlrangam, on the river Kaveil, near Trichinopoly, where for many 
years he woishipped Vishnu in his character of Sriranganath. 
The djstinetive point of his teaching, according to the Sa'ivcu- 
daricurtob^sangrakcu, was the assertion of the existence of a triail 
of principles (paddrthat^UayctmJ^^uamely, k The Supreme 
Being (livarcu),2 Soul and 3. noQrSoul (a-cit), Vishnu 

upreme Being; individual* spirits are sou4ib; the visible 
?v ) is non-Sbul. Al>f three principles have aa eternal 
cxtsteoee dtstioct from each other. 

This dUctrine was clearly antagonistic to that of the great 
Brahraanical revivalist Sankara, who lived three or four ceqturn-s 
before. Accoidmg to S^ukaro^ the separate existence of lh,e 
spirit of man, as distinct from the one Universal Spirit, was. only 
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illusory. Illusion {Mdyd\ too — existing from all eternity — was 
the only material or substantial cause (upadana-karana) of the 
external world, though this eternally creative Illusion was 
powerless to create the world except in union with tlie one Spirit 
Ramanuja, on the other hand, contended that the souls of men are 
truly, essentially, and eternally distinct and dilfeient from the 
one Univeisal Spirit With regard to the exteinal woild his 
views appeal to have been less dualistic than those of the San- 
khya, and even than those of the Vedanta viz of Sankara), foi 
in the formei we have Pmkriti and in the latter Mdyd, as the 
mateiiaLcause (updddna) out of which the universe was cieated, 
wheieaa Ramanuja held that'- God is himself both the creator 
(kartd) of the world and the substantial cause or material out 
of which it IS formed.* He appears, too, to have asserted that 
the world and God stand towards each other in the relation of 
body and soul, and tliat body and soul are virtually one. It will 
be found, la fact, that the doctrine ex nthilo nihil Jit'* m some 
form or other holds good m every religious system which India 
has produced independently of Christian influences.” 

The Veddrdaiattvasdra may be briefly described as consist- 
ing of a series of refutations of the leading Sankara doctrines, 
and vindications of those of Ramanuja , and as therefore giving 
a good idea of the views held by this teacher, and the mode of 
argumentation adopted by him and his followers in their contro- 
versies with the SSoikaras. The work is, as stated on the title- 
page, usually ascribed to Ramanuja himself, and I commenced 
the following translation with this impression ; but as I proceeded 
I found several xeasons for doubting the truth of this opinion. 
In the fiist place, the Veddntatattvafidra can hardly be considered 
as worthy in style and execution of the author of the ^Hhhdshya 
and other works that are undoubtedly his, and, secondly, it 


* That 18 , whtn Nature ( Mdyd, PraJcxtti) is regarded as an close union with 
'Him, as the body of which He is the Soul — not when each is considered as to 
essence. Comp, pages 17— S2 of this work. 
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appeaiis to be full of quotations* from the ^rlhhdshya, Oltdbhd- 
skya, and other writings of Ramanuja, not always very closely 
connected or combined into one whole. Hence I conclude that 
it 18 for the most part a compilation by some sishya or other 
follower of this famous teacher Bat it may be taken as a trust- 
worthy compendium of the principal tenets of the Ramanuja 
system for the very reason that it is such a compilation. 

It is very difficult, in this part of India, to ascertain the real 
facts as to the works of Ramanuja, and inquiries made of learned 
pandits have not been productive of any very satisfactory leaultF* 
But I find in the Frapanndmrita, a poetical account of Rama- 
nuja and some of his contempoiaiies of allied views, the following 
statement at the beginning of the 69th chapter — 

Cl ^ 

^ fgnfwniTfg i 

aarqr g Tt w. t 

II 3 II 

HUT i 

ii 9 it 

HHT nsHHSHi t 

HVTITiTf\}SfiTCrait WTHIT II 9 II 

HOTf waOTTH 0iHgR% I 

^Irai WVn HSU 

That greatly renowned Commentator, (Ramanuja) who is 
(as it were) the manddra (one of the five trees of paradise ; 


* See, for instance, on pag9S 23, 59, 68^ clear examples of extensive q^uotation, 
besides which many others might be noted.. 
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hence manddraz± fulfiller of dONires) to all * those who betake 
themselves to him, havings for the giving of new life to men, 
deeply reflected on the matters to be discriminated (1) (or ob- 
served ?)+ in this world, as forming the means (of true knowledge 
and emancipation) and those portions (in the siddhdntas of 
other teachers?) in opposition thereto, promulgated three trea* 
tises which very clearly expound these matters in accordance with 
the qualifications (of different classes of his followers), Viz , the 
Veddntasdra, the Veddntadlpa, and the Veddrthaaangraha. As 
an explication of these, that eminent ascetic also composed the 
krlhhdahya; in it is taught devotion to the feet (person) of 
Vishnu. That (viz., ^rlbhdahya) being hard to understand, he 
then composed the Gacii/airaya,’whichiuculcatesprapa<ii (taking 
refuge in the mercy, etc., of Vishnu) Then having fully shown 
that the weal of those not qualified (for the study) of the above- 
mentioned works IS to be attained by repairing for refuge to his 
( the teacher's ) lotus-feet, and having accomplished all his aims, 
the lord of ascetics forsaking the sport-manifestation (or gloiy ) of 
the woild straightway gained the eternal gloiy of heaven/' 

And in a small work entitled “ A Catechism of the ViSish- 
tadvaita Philosophy ” by Pandit N Bhashyacbarya, who describes 
himself as a Vai'jhnava Brahman, and a descendant of the 74 
Vaisbnava priests ( Acharya-Purushas ) appointed by l^ri Earna- 
nuj^harya, and as having bad opportunities of studying systema- 
tically this philosophy under his own learned guru, this answer is 
given to question 46 : — “ He (Kamanuja) left behind him altoge- 
ther seven works: — (1) ^rtbhdshya, a large commentary on 
the Brahmnt, Sutraa of Badamya^a, according to the Viiiahia- 
dvaita philosophy In this work he criticises the other philoso- 
phical systems, especially that of Sri l^ankaracharya. (2) Ve~ 
ddntadlpa, a smaller commentary on the Brahma Sutras. 
(3) Vaddntasdra, a gloss on the Brahma Sutras. (4) Ve- 
ddrtha-sangraha, a discourse on the Upanishads. (5) Gild- 

* I take akhddurUamand&ra to be the correct readmg. 

i* The text seems to be coirupt , but 1 have tio emendation to sQggest. 
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bhdsh^^dt ^ a commentary on Bkagavadgitd. (6) Oadyatra- 
ya, (in prose) a tneatiae in praiso of Narayana, Vvritten for the 
use of his disciples (7) Nityagrdntha^ or ordinances relating 
to the daily Worship of NarRyai^a Of these he presented 
&rlbhdahya, Veddvtha-aan^raha, and OUdhhdthya to the library 
(at Srinagar)/^ 

In neither of these quotations is any mention made of the 
Vedantatattvasdra, but of the Veddntaadra only. Through the 
kindness of BAbu Govindadas, Durgakund, I have been enabled 
to look over a copy of the latter work, and I find the description 
giVen of it in the second quotation an accurate one, viz., that it 
is a Very brief gloss on the Brahma Sutraa, and quite distinct 
from the l^eddntatattvasdra S'rOm the cuisory inspection I have 
been able to make, I should say that it, too, is not by Ramanuja 
himself, though ascribed to him in both the above-cited passages. 


* I'his, though not mentioned in the {^receding c|uOtatioti from the Pr«ipannfi- 
mnta, is undnudtedly by Ram&nujS. 


Benares, 

Srd September, 1891% 
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In the text “Truly (1) existent, my dear child, was tins in 
the boguming, one only without a second, Brahma since 
you hold that by the words “ without a second that (2) is 
affirmed which is devoid of diffeienoe belonging to the same class, 
etc , how IS such a being capable of mundane activity ? (How can it 
engage in the creation, sustentation, and letiactation of the universe^ 
If } on say that this takes place by the appropriation of MSya, 
then, we ask, does Brahma, whose essence is undifferenced (3) 

1 OUhriudugya Upauishad VI, 2, 1. 

2 Btahma is said by the Sankara Vedantms to be devoid of 
difference mherent in the same class of things, in a different class, and 
lU an individual of a class These differences are, respectively, what 
distinguishes one piece of cloth from another, a 2^ioce of cloth from a 
water pot, and the top of a tree from its root. See also Pauchadusi, 
Pa,ndit Vol. V, p. G67. 

3 The idea is that before the (illusory, creation of the universe 
Brahma is not diffbrentiated, t. t, is pure knowledge, or intelligence, 
without any distinction in itself, or m relation to objects; and that m 
otdei to this creation he admits (angikaroti) M&ya to association and 
union with himself, and, thus associated and united with M&yH, becomes 
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knowledge only, (4) then know that Maya exists, or doos it Hot ^ 
It you say th*tt it knows) how can that Which is pure knowledge 
only be a knowei f It you say that it does not know, then 
since it is without knowledge (is not a knower,) how Can it 
appropriate MayS.? (5) Moreover, as regards what you acknowledge 
after the appropriation of Maya by means of a Certain capacity 
possessed by Brahma, there must be piior to this a loss of undi^* 
ferencedness, seeing that you acknowledge a Capacity conducive 
to the appropriation of MayS. 

Again, Is Brahma at that time different from Maya in 
qualities and nature, or is it, as not so diffeiing, identical with 

diflTerenoed and capable of creation etc. According to the iSankaras 
Brahma is impersonal, while the K§,mauuj!yas hold that he is a personal 
and conscious being. The pronoun he used in the translation seems 
necessary m English, but it is not intended to imply personality* for 
it IS the Sankara doctrine that is under discussion. 

4. At the time of the appropriation of Maya, and before the 
(illusory) creation of the universe. 

5. fiven prior to the Creation, etc, acknowledged after the ap- 
propriation Maya, Brahma cannot be wholly uu differenced, from the 
veiy fact that you must admit that it is Capable of appropriating 
MaylL. Two other readings of the first clause do not seem of much 
value. They are “ Apicha Yatkiftchichchhaktiyogam Miyangikarartham 
abhyupeyate bhavadbhih” and *‘Apicha Yatkihchichohhaktiyogam 
Mayangikiianantaram aohyupeyate bhavadbhib ’* They may be translated 
thus, — ** Moreover, as, in order to establish this appropriation of MayS, 
you acknowledge that (Brahma) is possessed of a certain capacity (for 
that appropriation)” and Moreover, as you acknowledge that 
(Biahma) is possessed of a certain capacity (for creation, etc ,) after the 
appropriation of Miya.” 
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Maya ? If (6) Brahina does bo differ, then by reason of limitation 
by substance it is no longer ifinite. And if it is identical 
with Maya, then the declaiation that Brabma appropriates Maya 
would be meaningless and absurd. The defining sentence (7) 
“Brahma is real, knowledge, infinite” would also be (8) inapplicable, 
for a definition is intended to eicclude what belongs to the same 
class and to other classes, for knowledge of a property which 
inheres m some particular thing, and does not iniiere in what is 
other than that thing, is not otherwise conveyed than by such a 
defining sentence. 

6 If Brahma does differ in nature and qualities from Maya, then 
Brahma and M&^a form two distinct substances, and Brabma must bo 
limited by M§ya as a separate substance, and so is not the great whole. 
This objection is urged m accoi dance with the doctrine of the l^ankaias, 
who hold that kalato desato vastutascha panthchhedo nilsti (Brahma is 
not limited by time, space, and substance) On the other hand, the 
Eamanujfyas hold that though Btahma is thus limited by the existence 
of another substance, viz , aohit (matter) he is still infinite (that is, 
all peivasive). Vide Taittirlya UpaniahadlL 1. Bhaahya, m loco, aud 
Panchadasi, Pandit, Vol. VI. p. 104. 

7. Taittirlya Upaiiishad II. 1 

8. If Brahma is identical with M.lya, then, according to the 
iSankara’s view of MdyS, it ought to be described as , — ** Unreal, 
Ignorance, and finite “ Hence this special lakshaua would not apply, 
and laksbapa in geneial would also have no place ; for difference 
inherent in the same class of things, and in a different class, would 
not exist in such a case, there being only one substance — Brahma. 
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But you will say that this (9) is asserted for the instiuction 
of the student accoiding to the rule of (10) ascription and 
negation — “(H) Ascription is the imagining of the unreal in the 
real, like that of the snake m the rope which is not really a 
snake (but a lope only) — The real is Brahma, the existent, 
intelligence, joy, and secondless, the unieal is the whole assemb- » 
lage of insentient objects, viz^ (12) ignorance, etc. As foi j 

9. The appropriation of Maya, and the consequent creation, 
etc., of the world, omniscience as l^vara, etc 

10 The Sankara will say that all this is ascribed to Brahma, 

(*. e Brahma is imagined as the subject of the appropriation of Maya, 
and the illusory generation, etc of the universe) by the teacher in order 
not to shock the student^s prepossessions about the leahty of the 
universe, etc But the teacher only ascribes this, in order, step by step 
in his teaching, to advance to a complete negation of the reality of the 
world, the bondage of the individual soul^ and the difference between 
that and Brahma. 

11. Sankara VedSntasaia, p. 5 Calcutta printed edition 
This quotation gives in a nutshell the l§2Uikara’s notion of the world as 
an unreal substance erroneously superposed on, or imagined to exist 
in, Brahma as its substratum, and the only real substance , just as 
when on a dark night a rope mistaken for a snake is the real substance, 
and the substratum, so to say, of the imaginary snake. 

12. «. e. the conditioning adjunct of jiva, original ignorance, and 
its effects jagadjaumadi. 
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Ignorance, tiiey declare it to be something that cannot be describ- 
ed either as existent or non-existent, constituted of the thiee 
qualities, adverse to knowledge, having (13j the form of an entity, 
as attested by the cognition I am iguoiant," — and you will ask 
how (14!) ui any other way could the undifjlerenced be the cause 
of the world ? We reply. Then if you thus affirm the falsity of 
the uuiveise, you cannot also affirm that it (the universe) is feigned 
by the teacher to assist in the instruction of the student, because the 
student, the teacher and the knowledge imparted by him would be 
included (as false) — what beneht would be obtained by a feigned 
student by means of feigned knowledge taught by a feigned teacher ? 
And in the case of one wffio alleges that eveiything except pure 
undiffeienced knowledge is false, the effort of (15) reading, etc,, 
111 Older to attain liberation is futile, because it (the effoit)is an 
effect of ignorance; like the effoit to acquire nacrine silver, etc. 
Tlie effoit to attain liberation is also nugatory, because it is the 
effect of knowledge resting (for its mipartation) on the agency 

13. The Sankaras suppose that such cognitions denote that 
Ignorance is a real entity (or, a something positive). 

14. How can we suppose the uiidifferenced Brahma to engage 
la real creation, etc,? It is only by the aforeineutioued attribution of 
Ignorance, or illusion, to Brahma that he can be regarded as the cause 
of the illusory universe. 

15. Beading and study of the Vedanta with the teacher in order 
to obtain true knowledge of the self. 


iww^wwh 
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of a feigned teacher^ like (16) the effort of Suka, Piahlada, 
Vam.ideva^ etc. The knowledge djcrived {roi», tex.ta like “That 
(17) tlioii ait*' does not pu,t an end ta bonciage, because (18) it 
originates from a sentence feigned by nescience^ because it ia 
itself of the nature of nei»cience, because it rests oa knowledge 
feigned by nescience , oi because it originates fron> hearung (the 
teaching of the Vedanta) which is dependent on a feigned teacher, 
just as HI sleep knowledge (19) derived from a sentence (heard 
therem) does Jnot] put an end to bondage (es^^perienced va tke 
waking state). 

But it may be asserted that although the teacher and the 
knowledge inculcated by him are both feigned, yet it is possible 
that knowledge may be produced in, the student, like the waking 

16. Por according to the system of the ^’.lukaraa every thing hut 
Biahma is unreal , hence the eudevours of the unreal 6uka, etc, were 
unreal and nugatory 

X7, Chh^idogya Upamshad VI. 8 T, 

18 As the world and all its conditions are illusory, so the 
Veda, also, as belonging to the mundane state, lo feigned and unceal, the 
knowledge derived from it is of like character, and also the inteUigence 
which in the form of teacher and student is. its recipient. 

19i The knowledge derived from Siich texte is according to. 
you puiely lilusory, t. e* has no reai existence, beingr itself part of this 
illusory world, aud its effect, therefore, is jAist as unreal as that of 
knowledge derived from a sentence heard in sleep, would, be^ which, 
knowledge only seems to put an end to bondage^ but does npt do so 
in reality, for the unreal knowledge attained in sleep cannot have a 
re^d ei'eet. 
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consciousness produced by feai^ of a Hon seen, in a diceam. To 
this we reply, not so — in th,e iUnstication the dreain, aUhoiigh a 
(20) defect, is a real tlnng, and is the cause in relation to tlie 
knowledge which is dependent on the non-ei^iatent object, vi^ , 
the lion — knowledge is the cauae in relation to fear — fear in relation 
to waking, and rnoieover the aw.ikened Devadatta haa a real 
existence On the other hand, in the subject of the illustiration, 
(viz, the manifested univeise) everything is unreal, and theiefore 
the illustration is inapposite 5osides, according to this doctiine 
(of the falsity of the universe), the Narayana (Vishnu) described 
in, — “Naiayana (21) is the supreme Brahma, the supreme spirit 
IS Narayana/* — and other passages of the Sruti, is feigned as the 
fiist teaher by Brohraa, and is feigned as the perfect Biahma, 
the Eternal, the Best of Beings, by Arjiina { 22 ) ; and the song 
which he (Krishna) taught, containing the essence of all the 
Sastras, is also feigned That such au evil conclusion should 
follow IS surely a fault which ought to be well con&ideied by those 
who pride themselves on their wisdom. Besides, as those who hold 
this doctrine must also say in the case of their own teacher^ 
that they are feigned by Maya, they ought to take into account 
how this opposed to the following passages of the Sruti and 

20. Avidya is the aupreme original defect, and all others proceed 
from it. A defect la d fined as that by what a thing appears as other 
than it really is For instance^ by the power of Mftya the world appears 
rea), but Brahma its aub^tratu^a is alnn,e real, and the world false. 

21. Probably a quotation fi?onathe NarSyapa Upanishad. 

22 In the Bhagavadgiia. 
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Fvmnti, — “ Tke teacher is verily the supieme Biahma, the toacliei 
IS the highest refuge "‘Foi he hc'gets him (tlie student) hy 
means of knowledge, lliat is the best biith , let him (the student) 
never bear ilhvvill against him (the teacher )*’ “ Let him know 

the teachei to be me (Biahma)’* 

Again, if it be said that in the absence of tiue knowledge 
instruction and other usages are indeed (28) real, but when know- 
ledge is gamed, there remains no perception of duality, accoiding 
to the J^ruti, — ‘^Bnt (24) wlien to him (the wise) all has become 
spiiit only, then what should he perceive by means of what,*’ — 
we a<-k, How can there exist the practice of instruction etc, ac- 
companied by the peiception of duality, in the case of one (25) 
whose (26) oiiginal ignorance and its effects have been destro}^- 
ed by the intuition of the s(‘Condless spirit? If you say 
that this is owing to the persistence of the negated, (27) 

23. 1 . e , seems to be real 

24. Biihad Aranyaka Upanisliad II 4. 14. 

25. Viz. the teacher, who must have attained to tiue knowledge 
in order to teach others. 

26 Original ignorance is that by which the whole woild seems 
to him to exist. 

26. Viz ignorance and its effects The world, transmigration etc , 
have been shown to be false, and exploded, but ignoiaace and its 
influence still remain, like the odoui wdiich remains m a pot of garlic 
after it has been washed, oi like the ashes of a piece of cloth consumed 
by hie (Siddhantlesa, Panehchheda 4 ) 
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then, we «ask, does this persistence of the negated exist 
at the time when right knowledge obtains, oi does it not ^ 
^If it does, then this would be opposed to “But (28) in 
the case of those whose ignoiance has been destroyed by 
knowledge of the self ’* and similar authorities, and also 
opposed to the evidence of consciousness, seeing that the 
mistake of there being a snake (imagined as existing in the rope) 
IS not to be found when there is immediate perception of the 
rope (as a rope). If it does not exist, then we reply that as 
right knowledge obtains at the time of insti action, and the 
persistence of the negated is therefoie impossible, how 
can there remain a perception of duality, and the teachings 
resulting (29) theiefrom? Moreover, the persistence of the 
negated being impossible at the time when Uddhava thus 
declared the revelation to him of true knowledge, — “By (30) 
thy approach the delusion and great darkness which abode in 
me have been dispelled. How, indeed, can cold, daikness and 
fear prevail over one who has drawn nigh the sun, 0 first of the 
unborn (gods),” — how could he make the following request founded 
on the perception of difterence— “Salutation to thee, O great Yogi . 
Instruct me who have taken refuge in thee, so that my devotion 
to thy lotus feet may be unfailing ” J ust as when there is 


28, Bhagavadgita V. 16. 

29/ i 0 ., as before stated, m the case of the teacher, 
30. Bhagavata Puraija 
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direct apprehension of the rope the erroneous notion of there 
being a snake can no longer hold, so on the immediate intuition 
of the secondless spirit by means of reflection on the true 
knowledge which is being taught (by the teacher,) the persistent 
influence of the negated becomes impossible ; and hence the 
impossibility of instruction remains the same as (31) before. In 
like manner, after (Aijuna's) full apprehension of the true know- 
ledge taught by the Blessed One (Krishna,) inasmuch as the 
persistent influence of the negated was impossible when he 
manifested his intuition of the truth in the words, — Delusion 
(32) is destroyed, and I have attained (33) recollection by thy 
favour undecaying One,*' — how does Arjuna’s (further) declar- 
ation founded on a perception of duality harmonize therewith, 
viz, ‘‘By thy favour I stand fieed from doubts, I will do thy 
bidding with reference to fighting against Duryodhana and the 
others ? ** 

Moreover, although you will find it hard to establish the 
persistent influence of the negated, which is produced by the 
unreal, by means of such illustrations as that of the rope and 
the snake, which (illustrations) have as their foundation really 

31* In the case of the student. 

32. Bhagavadgita XVIII. 73. 

33. Beoolleotion is the uninterrupted abiding knowledge of the 
truth of things. 
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existing defects, (of error etc,) still if it (34?) be affirmed at all, it 
should be affirmed of the embodied soul only — m the case of 
such souls alone is it possible that they should at first be ignoiant 
and afterwards experience accession of knowledge by means 
of the teacher^s insti action, etc But this (persistence of 
the negated) can nowise be asserted of the Divine Kuler, for 
it would be opposed to the following, and like passages of the 
^ruti — ‘'He (35) who knows all things (in geneial) and knows 
every thing (in particular)”, “ Traribcendent fSG) is his power, 
it is revealed as tiuly manifold and essential, and also the 
operation of his knowledge and might ” ; “ Wlio of himself, always 
at one and the same lime, knows all things by immediate per- 
ception ” Therefore (37) it is to be considered how the per- 
ception of duality and usages of mstiuction can possibly peitain 
bo him. 

But if it be said that the peiception (by i^vora) of that 
which is unreal as unieal is not opposed to (the existence 

34. Viz. peraistence of the negated. 

36. Mundaka Upainahad 119. 

36. ^vetasvatara Upauishad VI 8 

37. Isvara is described as being a teacher ; for example in 
the Mahabhaiata as Vishnu ho teaches Brahma, and in the Bhagavad- 
^ita as Kiishna he teaches Aijuna, hence persistence of the negated 
ttiust pertain to him also, but this is apposed to all sacred authority, 
[f perception of duality etc,, aie all pioduots of nescience, then how 
3an they pertain to the infinitely wise ? 
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of) right knowledge (38), we reply, if Isvara (39) knows what 
is distinct from himself to be unreal, then he cannot engage 
in the acts of favouring (the good), repressing (the wicked), 
etc. ; for nobody who is not crazy performs any action with 
reference to (persons) known (by him) to be unreal Moreover^ 
seeing that in the case of Isvara there is a manifestation 
of the essence of Biahma, which is the opposite of all variety, 
the perception of duality (40), which is an illusory modification 
of Brahma, (41) cannot exist even as unreal, (42) for when the 

38. If Isvara perceives what is unreal as real, then he cannot 
be omniscient; but if he perceives what is unreal as unreal, then his 
being i§vaia is not invalidated Just as a traveller in a sandy desert 
while seeing the water of the mirage, feels a&sured of the non-existence 
of water (t e that hia perception is f.ilse), in the same way Isvara, 
alsoy cognising the whole world as false is not involved in ignorance. 

39. As we have seen, the ^laukaras hold that the supreme 
Brahma is not differenced m any way. The word Isvara is applied by 
them to the Maya — modified, differenced Brahma who engages m the 
creation, etc , of the world. The Ran>anujaB, on the other hand, 
regard Brahma as always differenced by qualities, etc , and with them 
Isvara is but another name for Brahma. 

40. ^. e, the perception of difference of substance — the cogni- 
tion that the world exists apart from Brahma. 

41. Another reading is *^BrahmavivartabhfiteDdrjyadvaitadar- 
sanam” — ** perception of duality by means of an organ which is an 
illusory modification of Brahma." 

42. Isvara, says the l^lnkara, perceives duality, but perceives 
it as false. 
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mother-of-pearl shell appears as a mother-of-pearl shell, there 
is no possibility of the manifestation of silver therein If you 
do not admit this to be so (viz , that there cannot be a perception 
of duality as false in the case of ISvara), then your 
position contradicts the following texts of the Sruti and 
Sinriti — “He is (43j omnific, omniscient, self-caused (self- 
existent), who knows, is the author of time, endowed with good 
qualities, all-wise,** “To (44) show compassion on them only 
(I, abiding in tho essence of the self, destroy, with the bright lamp 
of knowledge, the darkness sprung from ignorance).** Moreover, 
as the peiception of two suns, though it is known that there is 
only one sun, is pure nescie nee (error), not without fault (as its 

43 l§vetasvatara Upanishad vi. 16. Instead of kalak ala (which 
seems to be the reading everywhere m Ramanuja works), the printed 
Upanishad reading is kalakara. which agrees with Sankara's explana- 
tion — kalasya karta. According to the translation adopted in the 
text, kalakala has practically the same meaning, the second kala being 
equivalent to pierayita, pravarlaka, from kalayati, to instigate. Or 
according to another meaning of the sime root kalakala may mean 
the ‘Calculator of time/ Or perhaps the sense simply is, ‘the time of 
time,' that is, the Lord of time. The VedSluta Syamantaka, in ex- 
pounding this passage says “ Time is not the Lord of the Supreme 
Spirit, as it is of other things, but the Supreme Spirit is the Lord of 
time." 

44. Bhagavdgita X. II. The recipients of compassion are 
those only who are devoted to Krishna. 
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cause) , so Isvaia’s perception of duality even as false would 
be notliing but nescience, and could not aiise without fault. ‘But 
if you should allow the existence of fault (in the case of i^vaia), 
then such an admission \\ould be in conflict with the following 
sacied authoiities, which descube an eternally faulth ss being — 
(45) “The woid Bhagavat, O Maitie\a, is n])plied to the pure 
supreme Brahma, who is called Mahavibhuti, the cause of all 
causes,” {¥)) “(He who is) called Vishnu is the luglu^st lefuge, 
devoid of all impel fection,” “The (47) higliLSt of the high 
ones (gods), who is fiee fioin all distiess, etc, the Loid of the 
highei (gods) and the lower (men;” Therefore as the perception 
of two moons even as unieal, is not possible in the case ot one 
who IS free from the defect of tinnia, etc, so the perception of 
duality even as unreal is not possible in the case of Isvara like- 
wise, seeing that He is the opposite of all imperfection (48) 

45. Vishnu Pm ana VI 5 59. 

46. Vishnu Puian.i 

47. Vishnu Piuana VI 5 70. 

48 The word heya, ‘what is to be abandoned/ denotes here 
and elsewhere in the Uaiuaiuija daisana whatevei is defective and the 
opposite of good, and specially the faults and imperfections that attend 
the jivatma m tlie stite of bondage, and from winch it is dissociated 
when emancipated Fioiri these Isvara is ever fice It is to he borne 
in miud that he\a lesides in PiuKiiti, and not in the jiv"itma, and is 
only connected with the lattei thruugti the antahkaiana, whuh is 
leally connected with the jivatma, not illusonlj as in the l^ankaia 
system. 
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Moreover, (49) when the pearl -oj^^s ter shell is perceived under 
the aspect of a. dark-colonied exterioi, etc., theie exists no cogpU 
tion of silver even a^ unreal And if it were observed that men 
in their sober senses exerted themelves for the purpose of acquii — 
ing buch (silver) etc., then in the case of I^vara,. also, tlie percep- 
tion of duality even as unieal, and the usages of instruction, etc, 
based on that perception, would be fitting, notw4thstanding his 
(50) iminediate cognition of the secondless bliss-spirit> Brahma, 
which (immediate cognition) exists always and' by intuition. 

Moreover, who is the peicipient of the manifested univei‘se, 
winch IS imagined in Brahma, who is undifFerenced knowledge 
only, as the snake (is imagined) m the rope? If you say that 
Brahma alone is the percipient, according to the passage of the‘ 
Sruti (51) '‘There is no other peicipient than this,” How can that 
whose essence is knowledge only be a percipient, or how can 
there be a percipient of the universe, which is constituted of 
error (illusion), without kuowledge (as a quality of the percipient) ? 
If you say that (Biahma is the percipient) by means of union 

49. That is when the shell is closed, or seen so lying that the 
outer pait only is exposed to view, and not the internal, iridescent, 
silvery layer called mother-of-pearl, or nacre. 

50, The ^ankaias hold* that Is vara, although engaging m the 
work of the universe, is not bound} and is omniscient, etc. Hence, 
as omniscient, he must have an ‘immediate cognition of Biahma,' or a 
‘manifestation of the essenee of Biuhma.’ 

51 Brihad Aranyaka Upanishad III. 8. 11. Though the iSankaras 
usually quote the passage as given iii the text, the Upauish.id leading . 
IS ‘NSyadato’sti drashtri.* j 
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with Maya, then, we ask, is this union [or (52) connection] 
adventitious or essential ? It you hold it to be adventitious, 
then Brahma cannot be (5S) all-pei vasive , and if it is 
essential, then it is established that even m the beginning Brahma 
is truly modified by Maya, and hence that it is always differenced , 
and this being the case, how is it devoid of the difference in- 
heicnt in another (54) class? Moreover (55) what is the cause of 
the non-cognition of the universe notwithstanding that Brahma is 
modified by Maya ? If you say that non-cognition is owing to 
the absence of (56) vision, we ask what is the cause of the 
absence of that? If you say the will (of Biahma) alone, wc ask, 
was Biahina even in the beginning endowed with will ? If so, 


52. This seems to have ciopt in fiuiu the maigm 

53. If the connection with Maya, is adventitious, then Brahma 
IS not all-pervasive, otherwise why should he not, ditfiised eveiy where, 
be always in union with May a ? 

54. See note 2, p 1. 

55 If the connection between Biahma and Maya is essential, 
then tbeie must be a cognition of the manifested universe at the very 
beginning, (i. e. even befoie each creation, and dm mg each prahiya) 
i e you hold that before the creation Biahma is undifierenced, which 
cannot be the connection with Maya is essential. 

56. The act of seeing referred to in such passages as Chhandogja 
Upanisbad VI. 2. 31, 4. as beung the first stop in the work of creation. 
This Ikshana is interpreted to import sankalpa (the resolve to create) 
in the darsanas generally. 
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then it is established that he was always diiferenced Moreover, 
piior to the appropnation (bv Brahma), who was the substratum 
of Maya? If you say that Brahma was the substiatum, then it 
follows that he is always differenced, and there is an end to non- 
duality 

But if it be said that Maya being unreal the fault just refer- 
red to does not attach (to Bralmia), we ask what is intended by 
the woid ‘uniear? Falsity like that of the snake (imaiyined) in 
the rope ? Oi, as (Maya) (57) is characteiised by modification, 
the not being possessed of an existence like that of Brahma (58)? 

The first alternative is not (admissible), for it is in conflict 
with the declaration of your own system, — “(59) Now ignorance 
— is constituted of the three cpialities, adverse to knowledge, 
having the foim of an entity 

57. The Sankaras agree woth the Rimanujas 111 holding that 
Maya, constituted of the three qualities, is modified in the form of the 
ether, etc. ; t e in piactical life they acknowledge modification (pari- 
nama) ; but they further affirm that accoidmg to the real condition of 
things this is only illusory modification (vivarta), 

58. Liteially “the being that which is possessed of the negation 
of an existence like that of Biahma.” Another reading is ‘Brahma- 
samanasattSkabhavatvam.' Peihaps the original reading was ‘ Brahma- 
sam&nasattakatvabhavah,’ or * Brahmasamanasatt^bhavah.’ 

59. Sankara Ved&ntasara, page 5, Calcutta printed edition. 
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Moreover, the production of effects (which is saaickioned) by 
the woids — “ rhiough (GO) me, the supervisor, Nature gives^ 
birth to the aril mate and inaiumMc (world” — wouldi not take place, 
there (61) being a non-existence of causie , (62) for it is impos- 
sible that what is non-existent should be a cause in the form of 
that which IS endowed with a capacity conducive to the produc- 
tion of something else 

But if you say that since the effect is purely non-existent 
this ib not a fault — a thief seen in a dream is perceived to be the 
cause in relation to the effect consisting of the cutting — off of a 

60. Bhaga-vadgita IX. lOi 

61. In both systems Maya is the material’ cause of the universe ; 
but while to the ^Sdikata she is only illusorily a material cause, to the 
Bamaauja she is, as identified with Prakriti, a real maternal cause, 
and her effects are also real* It may be said that there is no difference 
as to the identity of Maya^ with Prakriti m. the two systems ; only the- 
Eamaiiujas hold that Miya, or Ptakrtti, is real, and the i^aukaras that 
she and her product,, the umnamfested and manifested universe, are 

j false. 

62. Literally <*lt is impossible that the nonexistent should 
poBsesB causality m the foim of the being endowed with a capacity 

I eond^ive to the production of something distinct (from itself).” 
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head seen in a (63) dream — we say no, since in the Sutia — (64) 
‘‘ Because of difference of characteristics, (the waking jstate is) not 
like vsh^ep, etc” — because of the different natiue of wakmg and 
sleeping — it is denied that the cognitions of the waking state are 
like the cognitions of the state of sleep, and also since in the 
Sutra — “And ^6^)] because of the existence of what is posterioi’' — 
the (66) tffect is affirmed to be real, accoidmg to the dictum — 
“and (67) as the cause, Biaiinia, does not foiego (is lusepaiably 
connected with) existence during the three times (p:ist, piesent, 
and futuie), so the effect, iho world, aUo does not forego existence 
dunngr the three tunes'^ — for otherwise the doctiine of demon — like 

O 

men would accrue, — “They (68) declare the world to be without 

63. In the dream all appears real, though fdse, so this illusory 
world appears real, but is purely factitious , and since it is fictitious, it 
cannot be said that the iiou-exiateuce of tho cause M&ya is a fault. 

64. Brahma Sutias II. 2 2^. 

65 Do. do- 1 16 Instead of «aparasya' * avarasya' is the 
reading found in the printed text of the Sutras^ but the former seems to 
be the only reading in Ramanuja waiks. 

66. The Ramanuja here argues if the effect — the manifested 
universe — is re d, then theeause MajS (t, c, Prakriti) must be real also. 

67. A quotation fro-in l^iiiliaia’s commeiitaiy an this Sfitra, and 
a shaft drawn fiom the enemy s qaivei. 

C8 Bhagavad^ita XV f. 8. 
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reality, without basis, without a divme ruler” ; and the following 
passages of the Sruti and Smriti would be contradicted (by the 
theory of the falsity of mundane effects), — “ Nature is without 
beginning and without end, she is the genetnx, who causes beings 
to be,” “ The genetnx of change, the unconscious, the eightfold, 
(69) the unborn, the enduring,” “ Out (70) of this the Maya-associat- 
ed One creates all this universe,” “(Ma^a (71) who is) unborn, and 
one,” **( 72 ) Let him know Maya to be Natuie, but the Maya — 
associated One to be the great Lord, by whose parts all this world is 
pervaded ” ** (The (73) Supreme Spiiitis) higher than the imperish- 
able, high One,” “ My (74) great Brahma is the source (whence 
proceeds the birth of all things),” “ My (75) Maya is hard to over 
pass,” ** Know (76) Nature and Spirit to be both of them begin- 
ningless”, for it is not an unreal thing which (these) higher (77) | 
texts describe as being ‘ imperishable, * ‘ enduring ^ etc 

69. See Bhagavadgita VIL 4 

70. 6vetasvatara Upanishad IV. 9. 

71. Do. IV. 5. 

72. Do. do 10. 

73. Mundb,ka Upanishad II. 1. 2. 

74. Bhagavadgita XIV. 3. 

75. Do VII. 14. Quoted m proof of the reality of 

Nature. 

76. Do. XIII. 19. 

77* So called because, m contrast to those texts which set forth 
things in a secondary sense, these higher texts declare the higher ^ 
transcendental truth of things. 
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But the second alternative (is not opposed to oui view) for 
( we ) acknowledge tiiat Nature is not possessed of an existence 
like that of Brahma — because she is not uniform, as shown by her 
changefuluess and continual modification, she is not possessed 
of an existence like that of Biahma, according to the words 
'"(Nature) the genetnx of change, the unconscious,'' "" The eternally 
subject to continual change." Hence for the purpose of generat- 
ing ( 78 ) dispassion, " false ' and other like terms are metaphorically 
applied to her, and her efiects are also, like the woild of sleep, the 
watei of the mirage, etc, metaphoiically desciibed by the words 
'non-existent,' 'unreal,' etc , inasmuch as they lesemble ( these 
illusory olijects) in being endowed with the properties of appearance 
and disappearance (79) That which (you assert) viz, that an 
effect is false since, on account of its being (fiist ) perceived and 
( aftei wards ) destroyed (as to form ), it cannot be described either 
as existent or non-existent, is untrue, for ( the effect's ) con- 
nection with perception, and destruction (of form) does not 

78. ^. e. Nature is so described by the i^ruti in order that those 
whose knowledge is imperfect may attain dispassion and freedom fiom 
worldly desires and appetites, for if they entertained the notion that 
the world was real, they would give their munis to worldly things only. 

79. Because the effect is perceived, it cannot be said to be 
non-existent ; and because it is destroyed as to foim, it cannot be said 
to be existent 
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prove that it is false, but rather that it is impermanent 
What is (first) peiccived and (afterwards) not perceived m 
relation with time and space, that is impermanent according to 
the cogent (80) texts “The (81) wise hold (the soul to 
lie) impeiishahle and real, but that (the effect of woiks) is 
perishable^ witimut doubt, being effected by means of the 
perishable substaDC«‘/^ “But (82) what never at any other 
time ol>tains another name lesulting fiom transformation, etc., 
that is real, and wliat is that O king V\ “ These bodies ( 83 ) ( are 
said to ) pass away,’* “ But ( 84 ) know that ( spiritual substance ) 
to bo impeiiahable.” “(Enjoyments (85) produced by external 
objects) have beginnig and end, the enlightened does not take 
pleasure in them, O Son of Kunti “ ( The ( 86 ) contacts of the 
senses with the outer woild) come and go, being impermanent,” 
“(This) transient (87) joyless woild”, and in the eleventh 
Skandha of the Bbagavata Puiana — “By sense-pet ception, by 
inference, by levelation, by cognition of the self, knowing (tins 
world) to have beginning and end, to be non-existcrit, let him 
live heie without attachment ( to worldly things )” “This universe 

80. Cogent — setting foith iii a clear and conclusive nianner, as 
contrasted with other texts, the reality of things. 
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IS Undecajing, eteriialJ' It is the same permanence and impei^ 
manence ( of Spirit and Nature lespectively ) which cause them to 
, be described as existent and non-existent in the ^lok.i There (88) is 
no being of the non-existent (there is no non-heingof the existent)/* 
(89) otheiwise theie would be a contra liction to the context^ 
and also contradiction to perception by the senses* That (90) 
perception causes apprehension of the true being of the universe 
the author of the Sutras has also declared '‘Because (91) of 
its perception ( the worhl ) is not non-existent*'. 

But it may be said that the Sruti cleaily affirms that Biahma 
is without a second in the words “(Truly existent was this in the 

88. Bhagavadgita If 16 See Ran. aiiuja’s Commentary on the 
Bhagavadgita, in locoy on which this paragr iph is largely based. 

89. In the above Cornmentaiy Rimlnuja shows that the in- 
destructibility and dest»'uctibility of spirit and body respectively, (not 
the reality of the one and the falsity of the other), aio refeired to in the 
passage immediately preceding the last quoted sloka, be^iniimg with 
« Learned men do not grieve for the living or the dead,” and m the 
subsequent slokas ‘'Know that to be imperishable/' etc., “These bodies 
are said to pass away/' etc. 

90. There is perception by the senses of the external world of 
matter, which would also be contradicted, for the senses do not per. 
oeive what is wholly false in itself. 

91. Brahma Stitras II. 2 28. 
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beginning), one only without a second, Biahina’^ How then can 
tliat possibly be the case if theie ks ti ue existence of substance ad- 
ditional to, and distinct fiom (Biahma) ? We reply that the mean- 
ing of the ^ruti is that Brahma as differenced by substance (92) 
additional and distinct is without a second Thus the mean- 
ing of the above passage is as follows, “This universe whose 
stole is (now) that of a multiplicity of discrete name and form, in 
the beginning, befoie the creation, was truly existent as one only, 
and without a second, (i c) had (then) passed into a state of 
unity because of its having indiscrete name an 1 form, and was 
devoid of another b«\sib,” for it thus agrees in meaning with 


92, Vix The two substances chit and achit, c. soul and not-soul 
(non-soul, Prakiiti, Kala), The three real and distinct substaces or 
existences acknowledged by the Raoitinujas are indicated m the for- 
mula chidachidisvaiah. Chaitra is spoken of as one, though a differ- 
enced being composed of soul, body, etc. The Supreme Spirit is differ- 
enced, qualified, conditioned by the aggregate of soul and not-soul 
as co-existing substances composing as it were his body, and controlled 
by him as man’s body is by his spirit, and the title of the Ramanuja 
system, Visishtadvaita, means the doctrine of the secondlessness (com- 
plex oneness, wholeness) of Brahma so differenced. 
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^ A baselcs's root/ and similar to^K The woiJ 'existent’ besides 
denoting (03) the Supreme Spiiit as charactciized by dijEFerence, 
by vntue of its relating to the cause (of the woild) indicates the 
Supieme Spirit as one whose body is Nature and Time diffei- 
euced (94) by (possessed of) properties conducive to causality So 
here, by the word ' tiuly ’ in ' Trulj' existent,’ the non-existence of 
the world before its production (as an effect) , as held by the Naiya- 
yikas, is excluded. By the woid ‘ only ’ in ‘ one only * the state of 
multiplicity of the effects about to be cieated, which is desciibed 


93 As for iiigtance in Chhindogya Upanishad VI 8 4,6. ‘sat* 
denotes the Supreme Spiiit m his own natuie as spirit only. He is 
viseshya, susceptible of, and chaiacteriz^d by dilfeience, as contuidis- 
tinguished from diffeiencing Natuie and soul, which are his viseshana, 

94. The woid ^ aat* relating to the cause of the genesis, etc, of 
the world, describes that which is capable of being a cause, and such 
causality is possible only to the diffeieuced Brahma, i. e. the Supreme 
Spirit in conjunction with soul and iiot-soul, not the Supreme Spirit 
alone. Here the Supreme Spint and soul are the nimittakarane, and 
not-Boul ( Prakriti ) is the upadanakfirana. 
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in the woids “Let me become many,’' is (05) negatived For all 
passages of the Sruti that aie declarati\e of the cause must neces- 
sarily agiee in meaning. 

This is cleaily the meaning of the Siuti in the above 
quolatioii (tatra), because in accoidance with the passages com- 
mencing with “Then Vishnu existed — Han alone, without paits/' 
“ Veiily one only, Naiay.ma, existed, Biahma was not, noi Siva, 
nor this lieaven and earth, nor the stars, noi the wateis, noi fiie, 
nor the moon, nor the sun," “He delights not in being alone — one 
daughter (buddhi) and the ten organs (were born) of him while 
absorbed in meditation,” in the Sul>ala Upanished, (and subse- 
quently pioceeding thus) “What thtii existed? Nothing indeed 
existed here (in tiie world) in the beginning, iheie was a baseless 
root — these creatuies are produced — theie was one heavenly 

95. The state characterized by multiplicity of efiTects is negatived, 
hut not the real independent existence of soul and not soul. The idea 
IS, If these did not previously exist as distinct realities, then Biahrna 
would have said ‘Let me become differenced,' ‘Let me become soul and 
not-souV hut not ‘Let me become many*- which indicates that soul, 
uot-soul, and isvara existed in a state of unity, as one differenced 
whole — ‘ Let me become many' implies difference of substance existing 
m an indeterminate state. 
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deity, Narayana ,” and because there is a revelation of the (9G) de- 
velopment of name and form alone in “ This ( World ) was then un- 
developed, it was (aftei wards, at the creation) developed by name 
and foim ’* for otherwise it would follow tliat (these texts and 
(97 ) “ Truly existent” etc.) are mutually conflicting. 

And this, intended (as shown above) by the Siuti, is 
taught by Bhagavat (Krishna) in the eleventh (Skandhaof the 
Bhagavata Pui*ana), The one divine being, Naiayana, tlie Lord, 
at the end of the knipa, at the (fitting) period of time, b> his 
wonder — woiking powei having reti acted this forineily — created 
universe into himself, existed as one only without a second, the 
self — based, the substrate of all — at the (right) time by his oun 
inherent energy goodness and the other forces ( qualities ) having 
been brought into a state of equipoise, the Primal Soul, the Lord 
of Nature and Soul, supreme over the su pe nor (gods ), and the 

96. The world pieviously existed in the state of undeveloped 
name and form, and the origin of previously uou-cxisteut things is not 
here described. 

97. * Truly existent/ etc., teaches the secoodlessneBs of Brahma 
only as differcuced. 
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infeiior ( men ), abides under the designation of pure unity In 
this passage by the enunciation of the secondlcssness (of Biahma), 
while he is at tlie same time the (OS) substrate of dll, it is cleaily 
pioved that this second lessness is that of a differenced being only 
Also in the Vaiaha Puinna “In me all oiiginatod, in me all is 
subsistent, in me all is (ultimately) absorbed, therefore I am the 
I secondless Brahma/* 

And m the Svetasvataia Upanishad the supreme causality of 
the Supreme Spiiit only as differenced by subtile Soul and not** 
Soul, (and not as undiffeienced, according to the Sftnkatas ) is de- 
finitely dedal ed by (90) the deities who identify themselves with the 
Mantias (of this Upanishad — (100) Om ! Those who inquire 
about Brahma ask, ( 101 ) What is the cause Brahma ? Whence 


98 The substrate of all things ( soul, not*soul ) existing in the 
subtile, undeveloped state. 

99. The deities are here distinguished from Bhagavat, mentioned 
in the preceding passage. They identify themselves with, or regard 
themselves os the patron deities of, the Veda, i e* preside over its 
preservation, revelation, transmission by acoi edited teachers, application 
to the different ludy rites, and the teaching of the recondite meaning 
of the Angas and Upftngas, 

100. ^vetasvatara Upanishad I. 1 — 3, This is a very difficult 
passage, but I have tried to render it in conformity with Rama* 
iiuja doctrines, and also as far as possible in accordance with 
the meaning of the original as I understand it. There are several 
readings different from those of the printed text which have in* 
fluenced the rendering. I have found the passage elsewhere with 
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are we bom ? Whereby do we live, and wherein do we ''ultimately) 
abide ? By whom luled do we live in pleasuie and pain ? The dictum 
of those who know Brahma — It (the cause Biahma) is to be legaid- 
ed as time, the inherent charactei (of things), uecessitj^ (102) spont- 
aneity, the elements, (103) Natuie, and Soul — as the union of these , 


the same readings. BiahinaMdam \}a\astha, instcal of Ih.ihniaMtlo 
ijava^thini in the piiiited te'^f as aiinot/ite«l hy Sankara, is alluded 
to and explained hy the woid niinita. In two inanascnpts the 
woid sankhyi occurs ht tween k.lla and 8V.ililia\a. This, if not a 
cleiical eiror oi something crept in fioin the mogiii, indicates that the 
docLime ot the P^thagoieans was not altogethei iinthought of in India. 
CIiiiit 3 ani for chmt}a probably agrees with klianam. In some manus- 
cripts the reading is natvatrna h}iA\at instead of natvatmatmabhavat 
This would still give the sense that *s(»ul is not (alone) the cause by its 
nature (as soul).* 

101. Here we liave the three notions of genesis, continuance, 
and absorption in Brahma, wduch latter a'*coiding to this system is 
simply a retiiin to the subtile state of soul and not-soul, and not identifi- 
cation wuth Biahma, as the Sankaras teach. 

102. The woul yadiichchha presents a difficulty of which I have 
not been able to get a satisfactoiy explanation. How can * spontaneity ' 
be enumerated among the causes? 

103. The original w^ord *yoni’ is cleaily a name of one of the 
causes, and not a mere predicate the rest of the sentence, as it h.is 
been understood in previous \ersionsof this passage. The sense ^Nature* 
seems the only suitable one. 
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bntspilit (alone) is not (the cause) by its nature as spiiit — spirit 
also (as jivatnia) is not the Lord, because of (the existence of) plea- 
suie and pain They the Brahinavidah), devoted to the practice of 
meditation, beheld (104) the power of the Divi»^e Spint concealed 
hy Its own qualities He who, being one, (105) supenn tends all 
those causes associated with time and spiiit, (in the preceding 
passage)’* — 

The author of the Vedanta Sutras also declares that he 
lias asceitained the same (106) truth b\ the ureatne'^s (power) of 
his concentration — “By the practice of devotion defilement being 
destroied, his mind being wholly fixfd *md puiified he saw the 
Pei feet Soul and Maya whose substrate he is, (that Maja) (107) 
hy whom the soul being deluded, though supenoi, legaids itself as 
consisting of the three qualities, and obtains (suffeis) the evil re- 
sulting therefrom. For the sake of the people who do not know 
that direct devotion to Krishna is the annulment of evil Vjasahas 
composed the (108) Sa^vatasamhitta ” 

104. DevatniRsakti is (.eihaps moie coirectly * the power inherent 
in God,* though the Kamaiiuja doctrine seems to require the rendering 
given in the text 

105 Or ‘supei intends all those causes combined with time and 
spiiit, (in the work of causation),' 

106. Viz. the supieme causality of the differenced Biahma. 

107. In this system the connection of Soul w.th body and woika 
produces identification with the body, and M'Jya (Avidya) is Nature, 
wotks, and the igiiotauoe resulting fiom connection with these. 

108. Soil. Bhagavata Purina 
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Again, if by the expression Mn the bcgirminq’ the time of the 
world’s absoiption is intended then by “The imperishable one 
(jivatma, Soul) is merged in darkness (Piaknti, Nature) darkness 
becomes one with the Supreme Deity,” (109) “Nature whom I have 
described as of manifested and unmanifested essence, and Soul also, 
both these aie meiged in the Supreme Spirit, and the Supreme 
Spirit IS the basis of all (beings), the Highest Soul , he is cele- 
brated under the name Vishnu in the (110) Veda and in the 
Vedanta,” and in the Mahal)iiarata “ When Brahma and the other 
deities aie absoibed, and when, the reflux (dissolution) of all beings 
having arrived, the animate and inanimate woild vanishes and 
absorbed in Natuie, the Great (Being) abides as one, (111) the 
essence of all, and he is Naiayana the Lord,’ and many other 
proofs it being established then that Brahma is diiferenced by 
subtile Soul and not-Soul, it is established that he is secondless 
as differenced only. 

Again, if the words, ‘in the beginning’ signify (112) that time 
before which the cieation had never leally taken place, what is the 
meaning of this passage of the Siuti (113) “The Creator formed 
the sun and moon as before; ^ ” 

109 Vishnu Pill ana. 

110. The Ved i heie is the Karmakai^da. 

111. Not ‘ the soul of all, but *heof whom all consists, he who i 
comprises all in himself as his body and modes * 

112. The I^Xiikara is supposed to say that this refers to a time 
when the creat on had not occ aired, aud Brahma was uudiflerenoed. 

113. Hig Veda X. 190 3. 
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Moreover, seeing thot sonis, and the streams of their works, 
had at that time no existence it ought to be shos^n what is the 
C'luse of the unecpial ci cation of gods, etc If jon say it is 
the will of Tsvaia alone that is tlie cause, we s»j no, foi that 
’would be opposed to this and other passages of tiie Siuti — (11^1') 
‘‘He tliat does good becomes good '' and the faults of injustice aiid 
cruelty would attach to (livaia). 

Again, if Noll say that the universe being false injustice and 
othei faults do not thus attach, w^e iej(^ct this position — by the 
doctiine of the falsity of tlie universe (115) “ As the spider sends 
forth and witlidiaws (its thread) and other pas-ages of the Sruti 
are contiadictcd , and accoidiiig to the doctrine of illusoiy modifi- 
cation (116j the composition of the Siitra (117) “Injustice and 
cruelty do not exist foi (the woild) is dej)endcnt (on works)*’ in 
ordei to dispiove these faults would be puipaseless (118). 

114. Brihad Aram aka Upanishad IV, 4. 5 He who performs 
good works obtains good recompense in the future life. Hence woiks 
are the cause of inpistice (inequality of condition). 

115. Mund.ika Upanishad I. 1. 7. 

116 The difteienced Supreme Spirit is the real material c«anse 
of the world by modification of that portion of himself which is called 
iiot*Soul in the R imanuja System. 

117* Brahma Sutras II. 1. 31. 

118. If the world is mere illusory appearance, then theseare not 
real faults to be disproved. 
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If in reply to our qiic-^tion, (1 19* who i% the percipient of the 
univeise miAgmed iii piue existence (Biahrna) only, you say that 
lb IS Bialnna alone (120) whose essence is concealed (121) by 
’ begimiingless nescience that belioUK multiplicity (the universe) 
existent in himself, we deny this, for it is impossible that (such) 
conceal men t should exist in the ease of the (122) impariite 
(Biahma), whose e'^scnce is evei free, undiMded, iinitoim light (oi) 
knowledge only (120j, On the (121 concealment of this know- 
ledge, syuonymous witli light, there would ensue a destruction 
of essence. Concea linen t is the departuie (cessation) of its 
liglit while the essence of the thing continues to exist. As you 
hold that the light itself is the essence of the thing, (i e. Brahma) 
then either concealment cannot occur, or, (if it does), there will 

119. If the woiM IS fictitiously niMgiiie I, then who is the 
percipient imaginer, for there must be such ? 

120 Tliere is no percipient distinct fiom Brahma, such as 
Chaitia, Maitia, etc. 

121. Concealed in the form of jiva, etc, 

122. Niiaujanasya, another rcadmur for nuaimasya, would lay 
stress on Brahma’s being e\er free (fiorn faults of nescience), as nuamsiasya 
does on his being of undivided essence. 

1 23. Brahma, you say, in the form of the different ji vas of Chaitra, 
Maitra, etc, is in the power of illusion but this cannot he, for Brahma is, 
according to your system, impartite, and in essence ever free, etc. 

121. la the state of transmigration. 
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occur a desti action of essence. And it cannot be asserted that 
although the light (or knowledge which constitutes the essence 
(of Brahma) is imperishable, only its clearness (125) (oi brightness) 
is conceiled bv illusion, foi if the clearness is not distinct fiom 
the essence, then the afol^"-meutloned fault remains tlie same 

(126) , and if it is distinct, then (Brahma) becomes differenced 

(127) Nor 18 it adniissihle that that which is undifferenced light (or 
knowledge alone should be a witness of ignorance, and the subject 
of tlie erroneous notion (of the exwtence) of the universe (consist- 
ing of) the organ of self-consciousne'^s, etc., for the character of a 
witness, erroneous notion, etc , are observed to reside in a particular 
(concrete, personal) knower, an«l are not found in mere (abstract, 
irnparsonil) knowledge only. M rreover if it is Brahma only that 
under the influence of b3giimingle3s illu'jion beholds multiplicity 
existent in himself, then what is the cause of the non-perceptiou of 
the universe during the time of its absorption, uotwithstaudiiig 
that ingnorance (then; continues to exist (128;? 

125. One MS. reads varsislitj a for vaisadya in both places, which 
seems a clear mistake. 

126 Vis that there takes place a destruction of essence. 

127. The brightness then being a mere nou-esseutial attribute, 
of the light, Brahma. 

128. Ignorance continues to exist, and also the percipient Brahma, 
wky then is the world not perceived ? Why does it not exist 1 
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Again, if you hold that ignoiancc appei tains to Biahma (alone) 
then as Biahma alone is liberated by the depaiturc of the igno- 
rance attaching to himself, the effort ol r. ading, etc., in oider to 
atUin liberation on the pait of the souls fictitiously produced by 
his nescience is futile, because it is an effect of nescience like the 
effort of aspirants after libeiation seen in a (beam, and like the 
effort to acquiie uaciiiie silver, etc The effoit to attain libeiation 
IS also nugatoiy, because it is the effect of knowledge resting for 
its impartation on the agency of a foigned teacher, like the eff(jrt 
of Suka, Prahlada, Vannideva, etc 

Again, if you assert that Brahma as one only experiences the 
condition of soul in all bo<Jies, th^n there must be the (129) cons- 
ciousness of pleasuie and pain in all botlies, — such as ‘I have a pain 
in my foot/ ‘My head is easy/ (free fiom pain) — , and the establish- 
ed older of soul, Loid, bound, fiee, disciple, teacher, learned and 
unlearned woul 1 not exist For oneness of soul existing in the 
case of Saubhaii and otheis, the consciousness of pleasure, etc., 
occasioned by (union with) many bodies is seen to belong to one 
(soul) 

129. Br.ihmd alone must be possessed of universal all-pervading 
conscioQsuess, just asChaitra being one only co.,mises siniultaneonsly th*> 
sensations of pleasure and pain existing 111 various parts of his 
body. 
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Nor can it be ?<ai(l that the ahamartha (130) being the • 
knowei, it is becanse of its difference (in different bodies), not 
bec.iuse of diffeieiice of souls, that theie is an ai>sence of cons- 
ciousness (131) It is the soul that is the knower, and that 
(knower) is really the ahainaitha (132) Init the principle of egoism, | 
constituted of the inteinal organ, is not the knower, seeing that it \ 
IS insentient and an instrument, like the body and its organs j 
(according to the following pmss.tges) Nature) the genetnx of » 
I change, the unconscious,’^ ** He who know's this,” “ (133) For the ' 
j knowledge of the knower is indefeasible,” “ There is no othei per- 
I cipient than this Soul alone knows,” “ (131; Behold by what means 
I should oue know the knowerl ’and in the Mokshadharrna (13o)‘'The 

j « ^ ^ ^ . _ _ _ 

I 130 Ahaniaitha, that which is expressed by the woid T, or the 

^ object of the consciousness I, is here, with the Sankaia, b}noi)ymous with 
ahahkira, as apjiears from the following sentence. 

131. t e. of luiiveisal consciousness on the part of Brahma. The 
pleasure and imm experienced 111 the holy of Chaitra is not cognised 
by Maitra, but this would he the case if all souls wcie parts of Brahma. 

132. Heie the ahamartha is held to he jnaimJ, the self, the Ego# 

133. Bfihad Aranyalia Upaiiisliad IV. 3 30 

134. Do. do 11. 4. 13. IV. 5. 15. 

135. Name of a section of the twelfth book (iSantiparva) of the 
Mahahharata, 6456 to the cnl. 
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I TNventy-f5fth i«? conscious of unconscious Natuie, but Nature, 0 
GcinJhaiva, is not conscious of the Twenty-fifth/* 

Moreovei according to the lulethat only that which is (really) 
existent somewhere, can be imagined to exist elsewheie, it is im- 
pos^xble that the universe, essentially non-existent like the born 
of a man, etc , should be imagined to exist in Brahma, for it is ob- 
served that only what is (leally) existent, such as a snake, etc,, is 
imagined to exist in a rope and like objects In ^ the sky is blue* 
also, theie is a (136j cognition only of a (leally) existent blue 
(137), previously — perceived. In a dieam, too, we perceive only 
those objects which we have seen or heaid of in the present or 
some other (previous) birth , according to the declaration of Bha- 
gavat in the eleventh Skandha (of the Bh&gavata Piii-ana) ^‘No- 
thing originates from a thing unseen or unbeaid of’* (138). 

136. Cognition is perceptional m the several cases mentioned. 

137. Not of a blue m the sky (or ether), for this, according to 
Hindu doctrine, being devoid of colour, the blue which presents itself in 
the sky is simply an iropaof the real blue previously perceived m cloth 
aud other terrestrial things. 

138. The argument is that even the imagination of the unreal is 
A result of the perceived real. Only the real can be imagined elsewhere 
than where it really is^ If the world is false, then all that takes 
place in is unreal, and therefore unimaginable. 
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But it may lie said that only the cognition of its object in 
some sub!>tiate is necessary to enoneous suimibal (aropa), not the 
reality (of ih.it object . This we deny, foi there Cdiinot be even a 
cogiiitiuu of what (139; is noii-existent, as for instance the horn of a 
hare. 

You may say that as in the case of the cognition of the snake 
(iinagi ed) in the tope, mere fa ilt (nebcience) is all that is required 
as the cause of the cognition of the universe likewise , hence it is 
not necessary that the object (the univeise) should really exist. 
We deny this, tor, accortling to the view of our opponents, the 
cause consisting of fault being false, the effect consisting of the 
cognition of the object cannot be produced, confoimahly to the 
rule that an etfect is dependent on the existence of its cause 
But, you will leply, it being obseived that an imagined snake, 
though unn-al, is the cause in lelation to fear and other effects, 
theie IS no rule that the effect is depen<lent on the existence of its 
cause This we deny, because it is impossible that the non-existent 
should be a cause, whose character is the being possessed of a 
capacity conducive to the pioduction of something else, because 

139 The presentation of what is real alone takes place, other- 
wise what should prevent the presentation of suoh chimeras as skj^ 
flowers, etc.] 
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•in the case of (140) mistake, tof), the ct)gnition whose object is the 
snake imagined (in the lope) being alone the cau^e of fear and 
other eifects the object (the snake) is not the cause of these, (iind) 
(141) because on (youi) theory of tbefaNity of causes in geneial 
a description of the piodnction of effects is inadinisbible. 

But, you will ask, in like manner as (in our view) the snake, 
though mueal, is tlie cause of the knowledge (of itself), why should 
it not be a cause of fear as well ? To this we reply. It cannot be, 
fur in the case of (mere) mistake fault alone being the cause of 
knowledge relating to a non-existent object, it is impossible that the 
object should be the cans - of that knowledge. 

Bui, you will say, (we Sankaras) do m factalmit the practical 
reality (142) of waterpots, pieces of cloth, and other (mundane) 
objects. This we deny, foi that winch is essentially false like 
naciine silver is not susceptible of use in piactical life. 

140. Mere, ordinary, and universally admitted mistake, such as 
the supposing a rope to be a snake. 

141. ‘You say the imagined snake is a cause and so foith, but 
it IS not for you to talk of causes and their effects, who deny the reality 
of them all from Brahma downwards.* For Brahma, though really ex- 
istent, IS not according to the Ankara doctrine a real cause. 

142. Vy&vah^nkasatyatvam is vyavahftropayogitvam — * reality 
subservient to practical life.* 
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If you sfty that au object seen in a dream thougli false is 
observed to be subservient to the practical life appeitaiiiing to 
the time of that (object), then you (1+8) confound what is illusory 
with what IS practical. Moreover, if, in spite of their unieality, 
(14+) difference can be asseited m the case of snakes, cracks m 
the ground, rills of water, etc, eiioneously imagined in a rope, 
then may such a diffeience, as ‘This is possessed of a practical 
existence* and ‘This is possessed of a (merely) illusory existence ' 
be said to exist in the case of those things, also, which are ima- 
gined m more existence (Biahma) (145) 


‘We do not bold the absolute non-reality of things. In the con- 
dition of practical life — duung the period of trausinigratoiy bondage — 
waterpots, etc, are real, but in theoouditioii of real existence — when 
tiue knowledge has been attained — they are falsified.* 

143. ‘ B} acknowledging that objects dreamt of are subservient 
to the practical life (imaginary transactions) pei taming to the time 
in which they are peiceived, you confound your own division of il- 
lusory and practical, for your doctiiue is that dream — objects have 
ouly an illusory existence.* 

144. e. e, such diflerence cannot he asserted in the case of snakes, 
etc. 

1 45. ** If the snake imagined m the rope were described as practi- 
cally existent, and the similarly — imagined crack in the ground as illusori- 
ly existent, then you might talk of such a difibience as * the world 
and all its contents are practical and nacrine silver, etc., illusory.' 
If all things are alike imaginary and unreal then there can be no such 
differences as ' this is practical,* ‘ this is illusory/ etc. 
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(146) What is declared in the exposition (147) of circum- 
scription is false, viz — “As, when regard is had to a collective 
aggregate of trees, they are descnbtd as one, namely, a wood , so 
when regard is had to tlie collective aggiegate of the ignoiances 
existing in souls, (and) appearing as mauifnld they are desciibed 
as one (Maya) This collective aggregate (of ignorances), as 
forming the conditioning adjunct of the Superior (inlelligence), viz. 
ISvara. He (Kvara) is omniscient because the illuminator of all 
Ignorances, according to the Sruti passage “ He who knows all 
(in geneial), and knows everj' thing (in particular).” The afore- 
metianed collective aggregate is called his, viz , Isvara's causal 
body because it is the cause of all, tbe sheath of bliss because it is 
fraught with bliss, and because it encases the soul like a sheath, 
dreamless sleep because there is (then) a cessation of all things, 
and hence also the place of the absorption of the gross and sub- 

146. The long quotation that fullows is from tbe exposition of 
adbyaropa in the l^aukara Vedlutas&ra Several sentences are here omit 
ted that occur in the original, but I have supplied those words in brackets 
that appeared necessary to make good sense. 

147. That IS the exposition of Brahma's bdooming Isvara and jiva 
by being oircumsonbed by MaySl and tlie aataycarapa. 
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tile universe. As, wlien legard is had to the distnbntive aggie- 
gate of a wood, it IS deaciibed as many, viz trees, so, when rcgaul 
IS had to the distriliutive aggregate of ignorance, it is described 
as many, according to the Sruti passage (148) “ Indra (Atma) 

appears multifoim by reason of illusions'' This distiibutive ag- 
gregate, as foiming the conditioning adjunct of the inferior intelli- 
gence, viz Soul. He (Prajua) is cognitive, because the illuminator 
of one (individual) ignoiancc. These two, the collective aggregate 
and distributive aggregate (of ignorance), are identical, like the 
wood and the tiee> Isiara and the cognitive one conditioned by 
these are also identical, like the (two) ethers circnmsciibed by the 
wood and the trees The uncoiiditioned intelligence which is the 
substiate of ignorance and the (ti\o) intelhgeiices conditioned by 
that, ju>t as the unconditioned ether is the substrate of the wood, 
the trees, and the (two) etheis circumscuhed by these, is called 
the fouith, according to the Siuti passage (149) “ They consider 
him blessed, secondless, fourth " Tins same fourth, viz , pure 
intelligence, when undisciiminated fiom Ignorance and the intel- 
ligence conditioned by that is said to expressed by the great (150) 
text, and when discriminated to be implied (onl) ) ” — 

148. Rig Veda VI. 47. 18. 

149. Mai^dQkya Upanisbad 7. 
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strate of Isvaia is (151) opposed to 'a baseless root/’ '‘Tlieie 
was one heavenly deity, Naiayana/' “The self based, tire suhstiate 
of all, ’ and other passages. Because the existence of a wopd 
composed of an assemblage of trees is posterior to the existence of 
tiees, the existence of I^vara, also, who is represented by the wood, 
is (152) p‘'9terior to the existence of Soul , hence it is impo^^s ble 
that he should at first subsist as one, (and) afterwards, oi> 
resolving “(153) I am one, let me become many” (154) “ Having 
entered in along with this Soul, (my) self, let me develop name 
and form” become many, and assume the condition of souL 

150. Tat tfam asi, ChLSudogya Upanishad VI. 5. 7. 

151. Fur the RSmauuja view is that Isvara, Narayan i, P irati.at- 
mS, Brahma^ etc., are all names of one being and there is no uncondition- 
ed Btahma. 

152. The R&tnanuja argues that a ooHeotive aggregate supposes 
a previous distributive aggregate. 

153. Chhandogja Upamshad VI. 2. 3. 

154. Ditto VI. 3. 2 . 
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, It may be objected that ibift is not impossible, on tbe grcxund 
that collective aggregation is anterior to ea^isteoce in separate 
parts. This we deny, for it is a state wherein separately — exist- 
ing parts aie brought together that is called collective aggrega- 
tion , for such we see to be the case as regards an array, a wood, 
a heap (of anything, as grain, etc.). 

Again, Do souls exist or not during the state of collective 
^aggregation (155) 1 If they do exists the resolve to aBSurae the 
condition of Soul would be futile, as before shown. Nor is the alter- 
native that they do not exist at all a possible one, seeing that 
there is a scriptural declaiation of Soul's being unborn, etc., in 
the words — ** The wiee is not born, nor dies*' (156), that, more- 
over, it is an apcepted doctrine that the creation of the world is 
in order to the reaping of the fruiU of the former works of sonls^, 
and that an unequal creation cannot otherwise be accouated for. 

Such, too, is tbe import of tbe Sutra; — “ Inequality and cruelty 
do net exist, tbe world being dependent on works** (157), i. e, 

155. The state of pralaya* 

I 156. Katha Upamshad I. 2. 18. 

I 157. Brahma Saties il. 1. 84. 
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the unequal creation of the gods, etc , being dependent on the 
* (pant) works of eitiboiiied souls, gods and the hke who afs 
created (at each creation) The Union (of souls) with (the nature 
of) gods, etc » the ^ruti shows to be dependent on their various 
works He that does good beoorties good, he that does evil 
becomes evd ; he becomes virtuous by viituous deeds, evil by evil 
deeds (158).” 

There is also tlic Siltra : — ** There were ilo Works, because of 
lion-diremptioii-^we deny this, for they are beginningless, and this 
Is both Congiuotis (is atJCordatit with reason), and is found (is 
revealed in the Veda)” (139) i. i, ** Before the creation embodied 
souls do not exist. Why ? Because there is a declaration of the non- 
diremption of name and form in the passage Truly existent, 
my dear child, was this in the beginning, one only, without a 
second, Brahma/’ Hence souls not then exteting, their woiks 
likewise, do not exist ; how then d«Wi it be said that the inequality 
of creation is dependent on their works ? We deny ibis, ' be- 
cause’ souls and the streams of their works ‘are beginniogless ’ 
Although they are beginniiigless, non-diiemptioii is oODgruouS (is 

158. Bribed Arn^yaka Upauishad IV. 4« 5« 

159. Brahma Sutras li. 1. 85. tSUtras 9d and 96 in &iiikari. 
I oharya’s Bh^ahya are>b«ra regarded as cue only. 
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aceoidaut with reason), because Soul having then rejected name 
«ui‘i foim, and being exceedingly subtile, does not admit of sepaiate 
d-‘Mgnation even as the body of Brahma. Foi if this be not 
allowed, (viz, that souls and their works are begin ningless, etc), 
tlieie will follow the ‘accession of what is not done, and tlie des- 
I tiiution of what is done* (160). That they are beginning I ess ‘ is 
j found ’ (is revealed in the Veda) in the words “Tlie wise is not 
I boiM, uoi dies'. And that the flow of cieations is beginningless 
i in ‘ rho Creator formed the sun and moon as befoie,’ for theie is 
a i.^elntion of the development of name and form alone in 
! ‘Tills woild was then undeveloped, it was (afterwards, at the 
« cibcxtuiu) developed by name and form That the essence of souls 
< IS beginniugless is evinced in the Smpti also . — ‘ Know Natuie and 
I Spirit to be both of them beginningless,* ‘All beings 0 son of 
Kouti, pdss to my Nature' (161).'* 

1 60 That would occur in the present creation which is not the 
reauH of i%Qrks, and the leconipeuse of works done in the past creation 
would not take place. 

]6i BhagavadgItS IX 7. During the state of dissolution all 
beiugH aia as it were merged m Nature (Piakriti) becoming devoid of 
uatne a^jd form They still however exist, and thus there is no new 
I begminiig at each creation , every thing is continuous and eternal. 
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Should it be s.iid that in the pas<?age “ As, when the jar is 
broken, the jar-ether becomes tlie infinite ether as it was before ; 
so, \\hen the body is dead, the soul ro-.ittains to BriihiTfi'\” etc., it is 
meant by the illustration of the jai-ethei that Brahma assumes 
the nature of Soul, we leply, that the theoiy (1C2) of a plurality 
of conditioned poitions {of Brahma), which is ba«^ed on the illus- 
tration of the jai -ether, is opposed to the fact that Soul IS con- 
scious of the remembrance of what has been formeily experienced , 
since it is impossible that each succeeding conditioned portion 
should possess a lemembiance of what has been experienced by 
each preceding portion, theie being an absence of an experiencer 
consisting of each several poi tion owing to the abandonment of each 
preceding conditioned poition, after the analogy of the jar-ether 
(163). And (this theory) becomes utterly inadmissible if (in order to 

162. The theory is that Brahma, one only like the infinite ether, 
IS conditioned by the various bodies and intei nal organs of transmigrat- 
ing beings. The body, etc , of Chaitra passes to and fro, and so con- 
ditions at difierent times different portions of Brahma. 

163. How can the portions subsequently conditioned possess a 
knowledge of what has been expeiienoed by those previously condition- 
ed, see ng that these latter are now abandoned by, and unconnected 
with, that which conditioned them) 
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obviate the foregoing objection) you say that there is remem- 
brance meiely as a result of a contmuorus series of experiencing 
portions, for this would involve lejeciion of a permanent spirit 
through emergence (necessary acceptance) of the doctnue of the 
Banddhas, there would also occur the 'accession of what is not 
done and the destruction of what is done,’ and liberation would 
become impossible That is to say, there would be liberation of the 
condition (1 64) only, not of the spirit, seeing that, as (in the case of 
the various souls) their conditions are always and every wheie 
passing into and passing away from the permanent spiiit, it is 
inevitable that another condition should (at some time or other) 
occupy the place of the condition which has perished (when libera- 
tion has taken place). 

But in our view the sense of the Sloka is that " As the 
(infinij;^) ether (naturally) endowed with the quality of sound, 
and affording infinite space, in the state of the jar-ether exists as 
that which affords finite space, and yet remains unaffected by the 
defects of the jar, but when the jar is broken, becomes the (in- 

164. Here the i»ord ‘condition' is used as a translation of 
* upadhi ' ; which m the iShnkara Vedinfa denotes the fictitious acces- 
sories (body and mtetnal organ) couditiouing Soul. 
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finite) ether as it was before, i e, again affords infinite space; so 
Soul naturally endowed with real resolve (165) and otbei like quali- 
ties, and non-tl-ansmigratory (166), in the state of tran'^migration 
is parviscient and powerless (167), and yet remains exempt from 
biith, death, and other properties of the body, etc., but when the 
body is dead, i e , when the gross ahd subtile conditions (168) have 
passed away, reattains to Brahma according to the Sutra ** Hav- 
ing attained (to Brahma, Soul) is manifested (in its own form), for 


165. The following quotation from Kantanuja's Vedarthasam 
graha is explanatory of the word • ^atyasankalpa ' as used of Isvara in 
Chh&ndogya Upamshad VIII 7 1. “The words ‘endowed with real 
resolve ' declare that although there exist innumerable ofjjects of enjoy- 
ment and aids thereto which are etenial and snperexcellent, the Lord 
by mere resolve brings into existence a vast number of objects pre- 
viously non-existent. And ‘ endowed with real resolve ' declares that 
the essential existence, subsistence, activity, and all other distinguish- 
ing featuies of these objects of enjoyment and aids thereto, sentient 
and uiseotient, permanent and inipermanent, depend on the mere re- 
solve (volition) of the Lord*’ Real resolve in tlie case of the Lord 
and libeiated souls is resolve (volition) that cannot t>e frustrated, but 
18 necessarily reahsed. 

1 66. Transmigi atoriiiess is not an esseotfal characteristic of Soul, 

167. Destitute of dominion and authority such as naturally 
belong to iL 

168. Body, internal organ, etc. 
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there is the expression ‘in its own (formV (169)/’ i «, it has its 
qualities manifested, (17<1), is then chaiaeteiized h}’ the quality of 
immensity, etc , according to the words, “ He obtains the greatness 
of Brahma/* “ (171) And he becomes infinite (172)/’ 

But it may be said that in “Having entered in along with 
this Soul, myself, let me develop name and foim** it is declaied 
that it IS Brahma that assumes the nature of Soul Hete it 
should be leflected. Is it the undiffeienced Biahma or the Maya — 
conditioned Isvaia that having first resolved (“ Let me become 
many”) assumes the nature of Soul. The fiist alternative is not 
admissible, for the undifferenced Biahma is devoid of resolve, 
nor the second, for the mere resolve ‘ Let me possess the condition 
of impure goodness’ is incongruous in the case of one whose con- 
dition chiefly consists of the quality of pure goodness, for no 

169. Biahma S&tras IV. 4. 1. See Chhaudog^a Upanishad 
VIII 12 3. 

170. The following is a quotation from the Paiicharatrarahasya 
in the Sarvadai&xnasangraha , — “Then the natmal and excellent 
qualities of souls, omniscience and the rest, concealed m the transun- 
giatory stiite, are manifested. These qualities are common to liberat- 
ed souls and the Lord Utiiveisal cieativeness nione distinguishes the 
Deity from these souls. Libeiated souls being subsidiary parts of 
Biahma, who possesses them as subsidiaries, a id is himself non-subsi- 
diary, lealize all joys together with that wise” (Supreme Spiut). 

171. iSvetasvatara Upanishad V. 9. 

172. Not infinitely pervasive, but infinite in knowledge, ahich 
is not then limited as in the state of bondage. 
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person who is not crazy makes resolve to procure his own dis- 
advantage Gi anted, howevei, the possibility of such resolve, if 
l^vaia by the 1 ejection of hi^ condition has the powei of altering 
his state, then why should he not become undiffeienced (173) ? Nor 
IS It possible that nescience should become the condition of one who 
is cliaracteiized hy the condition of science (true knowledge), 
foi there would thus ensue a coininingliiig of science and nescience 
(174) 

Moreover, that according to the words ** Having entered in 
He is the ruler of beings, the self of alT* He is His own self 
and His own rulei is wholly unieasoiiable, just as if one were 
to say ‘file hums itself.’ Likewise that by the words “It is He 
alone that ciuses him whom He desires to degrade to do wrong 
deeds ” it is meant that He, though omniscient, causes wrong 
deeds winch are the occisiou of His own experiencing of hell, in 
the form of Soul, and that He, though able to cause to cease from 
evil deeds, is the regulatoi (actuator) therein is altogeihei in- 
congruous. 

Again, (if) according to the words '‘Settlement in (realiza- 
tion of) one’s own foim, on the abandonment of an alien form, 
is liberation” (175) liberation were the letuin to that state in which 
he was on the part of one who 011 resolving “I am one, let me 

173. Undifferenoedness being in your view the highe&t aim, 

174. Isvaia w^ould he omniscient and parviscient, would know 
all things and yet be involved in ignorance. 

175. Bliitgavata PurSni, Skaridha II. 
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become many ** has awnimed the nature of Soul, then hbemtion 
would be Kvaia*s reeumptiou of the nature of Ilvara after 
having assumed the nature of Soul, and, such being the case, the 
doctrine of a quality-less (176) libeifition would not agree tlierewith. 

And such is the import of the Sutia (177) ‘‘Through the de- 
claration of the other, (Soul), to be Biahma, there would attacii the 
fault of the not-making of what is beneficial, etc,*’ i 6. it is said • 
by those who maintain the identity of the world with Brahma 
that the iuentity of Soul also with Brahma is deolarefd by the 
texts “That thou art,” and (178) “This self is Btahma,” etc. (179). 
In reply thereto it is urged (in the Suha) “ If by these sentences it 
is declared that anothei, viz,, Soul, is Brahma, then the not-mak- 
ing of a world taking the foim of what is beneficial to himself, 
and the making of a world taking the form of what is injurious 
to himself, and other faults will attach to Brabma as one 
endowed with the attributes of omniscience, real resolve, etc. 
The woild is a cause of infinite pain, oiigmating from self (m 
one’s own person, body and internal organ), from elemental beings 
(wild lieasts, etc), awl from superhuman powers (demons, etc), 
and one who is self-dependent and wise does not engage in .such 

176. Allusion to the Sankara doctiine that liberation is the I 
passim^ of Soul frotn a state in i^hich it is seemingly possessed of 
qualities to that m which it becomes one with the quality-less Brabina. 

177. Biahroa SCtras TI 1. 21. 

178 MandCkya ITpanishad If. 

179. Or tills might be otherwise rendered :~-It Is said (by the 
PQrvapakshl) that (among) those texts which make known the identity 
of the woild with Bralima the identity of Soul with Brcdinm li alfto 
declared by such as * That thoa art,’ * This soul is Brahma, ete«” 
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a work (viz as the making of the woild) resulting in his own 
disadvantage. 

The Sruti passages daclarmg that Brahma is distinct fiom 
Soul are rejected by you when you asseit the identity of the 
world and Brahma, (for) if there is distinction, identity cannot 
be established If you say that the Sruti passages that speak of 
distinction relate to adventitious distinction, and the Siuti pas- 
sages that speak of identity relate to essential identity, then, in 
this regard, it ought to be stated whether Brahma, the cause of the 
world, knows Soul to be essentially identical with himself or 
not. If he does not know, there is an end to omniscience. If he 
does know, then there inevitably attach to Brahma, as one knowing 
the pain of Soul, identical with himself, to be las own pain, the 
faults of the not-making (of a world) beneficial to himself, and 
the making (of a world) injurious to himself (180). 

If it be said that m the woids Maya produces Soul and 
Lord in appearance only (abhasena^, it is declared that Soul and 
, Lord are meie reflections of Brahma, (and not real in themselves) ; 
accordingly Soul is that which is reflected in the intellect, and 
Ijnid. ia mere appearance (reflected in) Maya; we reply that 
lUahma being (1BI> ur^differeuced iutelligenoe only, a reflection 
thereof cannot be affirmed , and is, moreover, opposed to the &uti 

IM. Brahma m omn^petoiit ^oaa make, or »ot asake, or make 
^ etheraise (t. #. aHer what'le wrong in the Biakitig)^ and yet he, aoeerd- 
ing to your view, makes a world injnwm to hroMi^. 

181. According to the j^ijekajea view.. 
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passnges (182) “ He is the cause, the Loid of the lord of the • 
organs, of Him theie ts neither parent nor lord,’' (183) “The 
wise is not born nor dies ” It is also opposed to the declaration 
of the bestowal of organs and bodies on eternal souls (IB-t). As, 
for example, in the Vedastnti (a sect on of the latter halt of the 
tenth Skandha of the Bhaga\ara Puiana) “Tlie Lord created the 
intellect, the organs of sf use, the mind, and the vital bieath of 
living beings, foi the enjoyment of matenal objects, for worldly 
existence, and for ministering to Sonl ” In onr view the meaning 
of the above quoted statement of the Veda is that Ma\a protluces 
(causes to appeal) Soul and Lord falsely (abhasena), in a manner 
contrary to their tine, nature, i. e. generates wrong notion in re- 
gard to the nature of both, fur the word dbhdsa is found to be 
used iu the aforesaid sense — e g, heiidbftdm (false reason), dhar- 
nidbhdsa (false devotion) What is that wrong notion ? We reply 
in regard to the nature of Soul, desciibed in the words (185) “ un- 

183. ^vetasvatara Upanishad VI. 9^. The Lord is uncaused. 

183. Kntha Upanisbad I. 2. 18. Soul, too, is uncaused and 
eternal. 

184. Soul is eternally existent, but at each new creation of the 
universe, God creates the body etc., by means of which it passea 
through its ti ansmigratory existence. 

185. Kutha Upanishad I, 2. IS. 
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born, eternal, everb>sting,*' (186) ‘"Sonl also is powerless (l>ecanse 
of pleasuie and pain)”, (187j “Sowl mourns because of its power- 
lessness, being deluded," Ma}a produces tlie eiror that body is 
Soul, and the error tliat Soul is self-dependent (188) In con- 
sequence of this, men use such locutions as, ‘ I am body,' ‘ I am 
Lord,' *I am expeiiencer (189)/ Similaily in regard to the na- 
tuie of the Lord, described in the vroids ‘T^id of all, the Ruler 
of Soul," “Everlasting, blessed, imperishable," (190) “He who 
knows me to be unboin and beginningless," “The self-baseil, 
the substrate of all," M<\\a pioduces the notions (191) that he 
is an etfect, has another as basis, and is coinlitioned by Maya, and 
so it is sung (in the Bbagavadgita), “The unwise think mo the in- 

186. ^vetasvatar.i Upamsh.id I 2, 

187. ^vetasvatara Ujyaiiiahad IV. 7. 

188. But the quoted passages show that soul is not the penshaMe 
body, nor the Onan potent Lord, but is dependent, and subject to pleasure 
and pain, viz., is in a state of bondage 

189. Men mistakenly talk of their bodies as if they were 
their real selves, as if they were not suboidinate to the supreme 
Lord, and as if they were the sole erpei leiicers of worldly existence 
uninfluenced by the power of desert, and unactuated by divine agency 
m accordance with their past deeds. *Swata evaham bhogi n&dngh^- 
dibhih' — Ramanqja’s Commentary on Bhagavadg'ta XVI. 14. 

190. Bhagavadgita X 3. 

191. Notions contradicted by the text just referred to. 
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visible to have become visible (192)”, ** Fools despise me,” “Not 
knowing my higher nature (193) ” 

It may be objected that the word dhhdaa is commonly 
used in the sense of a reflection, and that meaning alone is 
to be admitted in the passage under consideration Well then, 
in these sentences (194?) “Truly non-existent was this in the begin- 
ning,’* “A slayer of heroes, cruel, naught (is Vishnu),” the words 
* non-existent ’ and * naught ’ according to their usual meaning 
affirm that nihility is the only reality, and why is that doctrine not 
accepted by you ? The same reason for that not being accepted 
exists here also (105). 

Again, it may be asked. If Soul is distinct from Brahma, 
how is it that “ That thou art ” and the like sentences make a 

192. Bhagavadgfts Vll 24. 

193. Ibid IX. 11. These passages, relating to the mcamation 
of Krishiia, are adduced as proofs of the erroneous eonoeptioeis of lirara 
entertained by tboae who are under the lafluenee of dhiaiou. 

194. Tavttuiya Upastsbad II. 7. 

195. The wonbi * MB-ezistent ’ and ^naught* are not taken 

literally by the ^inkaras, amoe they believe that Brahma is absolute 
raality^ and that l4vara baa a practical existsiioe, m aeeovdanee with 
their Yiewa of Vedic doetriae. " la the same argues tike B i mi 

nuja, ** we hold that dbhd»a cannot signify a msec reAeotian^ lor that 
would contradict the Vedai, as latdmwa in tbs texts pmiausljr quoted.'* 
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representation of unity ? Here applies the Sutra (196) “A portion 
because of the repiesentation of plurality, and otheivvise. Moie- 
ovei some read that there is the condition of fishermen and 
gamblers, etc/' i e Soul is a portion of Brahma. Whence ? 
Because there is representation of plurality — ‘And otherwise/ 
because there is representation according to unity, for both kinds 
of representation are found (in the Veda) There is found le- 
presentation of plurality, as that (Brahma and Soul aie) respec- 
tively the Creator and the (197) created, the Actuator and the 
actuated, the Omniscient and the nescient, the Self-dependent and 
that which is dependent (198) on another, the (199) Pure and the 
(200) impure, the Repository of good qualities and the (201) 
opposite, the Master and that which is supplementary (or subsi- 

196. Brahma Sutras 11. 3 43. 

197. Jiva IB ‘created’ (sent forth), that is, receives, at the crea- 
tion, body and organs conducive to the experiencing of the fruit of deeds, 
and the attainment of emancipation. During the period of pralaya 
there is an absorption of body, etc., in Frahriti, 

198. viz,y Brahma. 

199. Fiee from illusion or nescience. 

200. Involved in illusion. 

201. Assoc lated with heya^ jtrahrUa^ gunas. 
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diary) (202) to him ‘And otheiwise* — repiesentation according 
to identity is also found in “That thou .ut/’ (203) “this soul is 
Brahma** and like sentences ‘Moieovei some lead that there is 
the condition of slaves, gamblers, etc / i e, in the woids (20^) 

‘ Fishermen are Biahma, slaves aie Biahina, these gamblers are 
Brahma’*, the Athaivavedins read that there also pertains to 
Brahma the condition of slaves, gamhlerh, etc Hence, because 
Biahma pervades (^205) all souls, there is repiesentation of identity 
Such is the meaning Aftei the mannei thus stated, Soul is to be 
acknowledged as a portion of Brahma, so as to secure to both 
kinds of representation a literal applicition. Noi should it be 
said that such representations of diffeience aie established \>y 
other means of proof because they lelale to niatteis known 
through sense — perception, etc , (for) that Soul is created by 
Brahma, is actuated by him, is his body, is supplementary (or 
subsidiaiy) to him, has him as its basis, is preseived by him, is 
retracted into him, is his worshipper, and is an expeiiencer of the 


202. In the ^rutaprakasika ( Tika on t^ribhashya ) seshitvam is 
explained by tadvatta, the possessing jiva, etc., as subsidiaiy. 

203. Mandukya Upanishad II. j 

204. Said in Sankara’s Commentary tn loco to be a quotation 
from the Brahma Sukta. 

205. As the Internal Ruler. 
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/our objects of life consisting of virtue, wealth, pleasure, and 
libel ation, obtainable by his favour, and the difference thereby 
made between Soul and Brahma, are matters not established by 
other means of pioof (than the Veda), because incognisable by 
sense — perception, etc Hence the Siuti passages which declare 
the creation of the world, etc, are not concerned with the (206) 
teaching of what is f.ilse by mere re-statement of difference 
already established bv some other means of proof There is also 
the Sutra (207) ‘ Moreover it is said in the Smriti', ‘ An (208) 
eternal portion of me having become Soul in the world of Soul,’ 
i e, a certain poition of me, a divine emanation of me, being 
naturally possessed of real resolve, and other like qualities, having 
become Soul whose tiue essence is concealeti by a wrapping of 
nescience consisting of beginningless deeds, whose knowledge and 
power are exceedingly limited when dwelling in the world of 
Soul, m the transmigiatory state (209) And in accordance there- 

206. * Re-statement of difference already established by some 
other means of proof’ is, according to iSankara ideas, the teaching of 
what 18 false, and not intended as true by the Veda; for all knowledge 
of the external world is purely fictitious, as is the external world itself. 

207. Biahma Sutras II 3. 45. 

208. Bhagavadgita XV. 7. 

209. Partly quoted from Ramanuja’s Commentary tn loco. 
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With IS the Sruti (210) “These true desires are covered by what 
18 false** That the works of souls have a beginningless course 
IS determined by the Sutra “There were no works because of 
non-diremption — we deny this, for they are begin ningless^ and this 
is both congruous (is accordant with reason), and is found (is 
revealed in the Veda).’* And the Smriti also declares “ Sunk in 
sleep from beginningless time Soul has trodden the path of trans- 
migratory life’* 

It may be said that the word portion designates an 
integral part of a single thing ; but if Soul were an integral part of 
Biahma, the faults pel taming to it (Soul) would belong to him. Nor 
can the being a poition be upheld by the assumption that Soul is 
a sepal ate poition of Biahma, for Brahma is insusceptible of 
division into separate portions. Here applies the Sutra (211) 
‘ But (it IS a portion) after the manner of light, not such is the 
Supreme.** The word ‘ but* debars the objection urged. Soul is 
* a poition of the Supreme after the manner of light,’ after the 
same manner as light consisting of brightness is a portion of the 
bright fire, the sun, etc, as the bovine natuie, and other differenc- 
ing parts are portions of white, black, and other cows differenced 
by that nature, oi as the body is a portion of the embodied soul, 

210 Chhandogya Upanmhad VIII 3. 1. 

211 Biahma Sutras II 3 46. 
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viz god, uiaEi>, etc. For the be^ng a portion is the being an. in- 
tegral part of a single tbing> and the differencing pait of a single 
thing (thereby) differenced la a poition of it. Accordingly the 
discernwig nffit'm that in a differenced thing one pait is that which 
diff n nocs, and ttie othei p.iit is thar wliuh i'^ diffeiejned theielis 
Muieovei, although the diftVreiicmg paji^t and that whitdi is there- 
I by differenced constitute a portaon and that of which it is a por- 
I tion, a distniction of natuie is obseived. Thus it is. admissible 
that Sold and the Supreme as differencing part and what is differ- 
enced thereby, should, form a portion and that of whjoh it (St>»l) 
18 a poition, and should at the same time possess a« distinctiois of 
nature. Tins is declaretl ui ‘not such, is, the Supr>eme/ i e, the 
Supreme la not such as. Soul, foi ju.>t as (a lamp or other 
luminous body) possessed. of b lightness is other than, the hiight- 
nesapjoceeding from* it, so the Supreme also> of w.homs Soul is a 
portipn, iaa being distinct foom Soul; which le a portion of him, as 
erenoplifed, by brightness (in the foiegoing example) Such is 
the meaning After the manner thus stated, there occur (in the 
Sruti and Smfiti) decimations of distanction, being based on the 
diversity of the oal^are of Soul a»d the Supreme lesuJting fiom, 
the fact that the OBe^SDul, iathe differencing pait, and the other 
the Supreme, be who. 10. differenced thereby. Again, declarations 
of the identity (of Soul and Brahma) are admhsihle in their 
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literal sense, being based on the fact that the differencing pirts, 
incapable of separate existence, ultimately extend to (involve and 
expiess) that which is differenced by them, and in “That thou 
art/’ “This soul is Brahni.i” and other sentences the words ‘Thou‘ 
and *This soul’ (are admissible) equdly with the words ‘That’ 
and ‘ Biahma, because they exptess the same object lu that they 
designate Biahrna having Soul as his body’ This matter has been 
explicated befoie. 

Should it be said that in (212) “when a man sleeps 
here, then, my dear child, he is united with the existent, 
he IS gone to his own (self),” tiiere is a sciiptui.il declaration of 
a unity of essence (being) possessed by S >ul and the Supreme, we 
would reply that in the words (213) “This ppi^on, einbiaced by 
the omniscient self, knows nothing that is without, notbini^ that is 
within,” it IS declared that in the state of deep sleep there is a 
sublation of all knowledge pertaining to Soul (it what is without 
and within, because it has been fieed from all weaiiness when 
embraced) by the all-knowmg Supreme Spiiit, for one who is 
devoid of knowledge cannot at the same time be embraced by bis 
own self being all-knowing and truly existent And in “He 
becomes united with the existent, my de.ir child” also, it is not 
declared that there exists a unity of essence in the case of Soul and 
the Supreme Spiiit, but rather it is imported that because of the 
non-existence of consciousness as to name and form in the time of 

212. Chhandogya Upanishad VI. 8 1. 

213. Bfihad Aia^yaka Upanishad IV. 3. 21. 
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profound sleep there is absoiptioa in Brahma as in the time of 
the dissolution of tlie iiniveise. ‘He is gone to his own self,* i. e 
he IS then absorbed in Biahma as his own self, but absorption 
of his own seif in bis own self is impossible. Also in, ‘then, my 
dear child, he is united with the truly existent* the words ‘united 
with’ agreeing in meaning with the word ‘ embraced,’ accoiding to 
the proper foice of the thud (mstiumental^ case, (viz said), it is 
impossible that Soul and Brahma should be one in essence Hence 
it IS said by the author of the Sutras (214) “Because there is 
representation of difference in sound sleep, and in the going forth 
(of Soul at death) ” 

The doctrine of reflection is next considered 

It may be said that the Sruti passage “There (215) are two 
drinking their lewaid in the world of their own works, having 
enteied into the cave (of the heart), into the highest region 
Those who know Brahma call them shadow and sunshine '* de- 
clares that Soul IS a (216) reflection of Biahma We deny this, its 
put port being merely (o declare that though Soul and the Su- 
preme Spirit dwell in the same body, there exists between them a 
fixed distinction of nature {viz , that the former is iion-Iuminous 

214. Brahma SQtras I. 3. 42. 

215. Katha Upanishad I 3. 1. 

216. The word ‘ chhay& ' being here understood by the l^&nkaras 
to mean * reflection.* 
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and the latter luminous) like that existing between a dark shadow 
and bright sunslnne For it thus agrees in meaning with another 
iSruti, “Two (217) birdvS, inseparable friends, cling to the same tree. 
One of them eats the sweets fruit, the other looks on without eat- 
ing.*' Heie too, (lu the first-quoted passage,) Brahma not being 
actually sunshine, the term ‘sunshine* signifies that he is lumi- 
nous like sunshine. Soul also not being actually a shadow (reflec- 
tion), the term * shadow ’ must indicate that in the state of bond- 
age it is non-luminous (daik) like a shadow And in “It is 
neither gross nor subtile, neither short nor long, nor red, without 
shadow (218)*’ there being a revealed denial of the being a 
shadow, — in the passage under discussion the woid shadow does not 
signify a reflection of Brahma. 

But it may be said that according to “ The Soul of beings 
abiding in all beings, though one appexrs manifold, like the moon 
in the water, * “ As the one ether becomes diverse in waterpots, 

etc , 80 the one Soul (or Self) dwells in many beings, like the 
sun (reflected) in lakes of water,” and other anthoiitative texts, 
as in the case of the reflections of the moon shewn in the water 
of tanks, canals, and irrigated fields, there is only an adscititious 

217 MnndiUa IJpamsliad HI 1 1, 

Sv»‘t ataia Ui^amsh.ui IV 6 

218 Hiihad Ar.iii},ika IJpanihliad III. 8 8. 
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(219) difference of the cognitions residing in (constituting) Lord 
and Soul, which cognitions are reflections of Biahma shewn in 
Maya, the organ of egoism, and its modifications , hence the dis- 
tinction indicated in “There (220) are two, one knowing (Loid). 
the other not-knowmg (Soul), both unborn, one strong, the other 
weak,*' (and like passages), rests on that false difference alone, 
(and does not prove real duality). We reject this view for the 
following reasons —It is impossible that a substance (entity) whose 
natuie is diveise from that of ether (221) and other finite 
things, should assume the form of a shadow (reflection), and 
there is a Vedic statement that it (Brahma) is " not red, 
without shadow."' If fictitious reflection is affirmed, it follows 
that S«>ul and the Loul are unreal. If this, too, is main- 
tained, “ Behold the (222) Self (or Soul) is verily to be 
seen, to be heard,” “ They (223) who know it become im- 
mortal,” and other like injunctions become meaningless If, 

219 A difference resulting from the conditioning (unreal) 
antahkai <tmldt alone, just as the numerous and variously-shaped re- 
flections of the moon in the water of lakes, etc , are due to the pre- 
sence of that water, the action of its waves, etc. 

220. J^vetasvMtara Upanishad I 9 

221. Diverse from these as being infinite, while ether is an 
effect, accoiding to the Vedanta, and therefore bnite. 

222 Bn had Aninyaka II 4 5. 

223. S\eta8vatai*a Duaioshad III 10. 
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fuither, this also should be maintained, then Bralima being an 
object not asceit lined by <iny other means of proof (than the 
Veda), and peisoiial experience not tleclaring anything ulterior 
to Soul (whicli lb held bv tlie ^ankaris) to be unreal, one who 
thus asserts the falsity of all means of proof and things proved 
thereby cannot be leg irded as competent to engage in discussion 
Lastly, since (224') the teachings conveyed in the illustration of 
the leflection of the moon in the w»tei admit ot explanation 
as intended to make known that fBiahma) is unaffected by the 
faults attaching to Stml and not-Soul, which constitute his 
body, they do not deny the reality of the essence and nature of 
the Lord taught in other texts And the faultlessness of the 
Internal Ruler is declared in the Siuti, “Theie (225) is one 
god hidden in all beings," “As (226) one fire, when it has enteied, 
the world, assumes forms corresponding to the difftrent forms of 
the fuel it burns, so the one Inner Soul of all beings assumes 
forms corresponding to the different forms it enters, and exists 
also without," “ As (227) the sun, the eye of the whole world, 

224. Since a perfectly appropriate meaning is thus established. 

225. Svetasvatara Upanibhad VI. 11. 

226. Katha Upauiahad II. 5. 9. 

227. Ibid II. 5 11. 
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is not sullied by tfie external faults (impurities) pertaining to the 
eye (as dise.«se) so the one Inner Soul of all beings is not sullied by 
the misery of the woild, being himscdf without"' Otherwise it 
( 228 ) would be idle to adduce the otln*r illustration “ As one ether 
becomes diveise in wateipots/' etc 

But it may be ask^-d, How is it that we find the following and 
otlnr declaiations of ttie unity of spnit, “As (229) one ether is 
viewed as possessing the dflferenoes of white, blue etc, so one 
bpiiit also IS reg<iided as manifold by those whose minds are 
deluded by erroi’ ? We reply, Because of non-(fiversity of 
natiiie, foi the word ‘ diffeienoe ’ is curiently accepted as signify ing 
diveisitv of natuie, as iii the ca^e of things very much alike 

228. If the illnstrati<*ns given of the lefleetion of the sun and 
moon in the watei do not c«nivey the ineanng already set forth, viz, 
that the Supreme as Antaryamiis not affected by the faults of his body, 
Soul and not-SouI, which aie pervmied by him, but te.ich the i^aiikara 
doctune of reflection, then the furtbei ilhistiation “ For as one ether ** 
etc , must, according to the same system, teach the doctrine of cir- 
cumsciiptiou, and so be discordant and n relevant. 

229 That is, ether ( or sky ) is imagined by the ignorant to 
possess those diiferenoes of colour, etc, which really belong to sunlight, 
Oiouds, vapour, etc. 
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people aie accustomed to say ‘ there is no difference between 
this (and that)* So, also, there is no diversity of nature (230) 
inherent m souls dwelling in bodies possesaiug the differences 
(different conditions) of man, he^ist, and bird, wlieu^ excluding 
their connection with these bodies, they ajre considered in their 
pure essence , just as no diversity of nature pertains to the 
atomic particles of the lotus pollen Such is the meaning of 
such affirmations of unity and denials of duality. Such, too> is the 
meaning of the saying of Bhagavat ( The learned look upon a 
Brahman ) endowed with knowledge and lefinement, (a cow, an 
elephant, a dog, and a Svapaka), as all (231) alike, (Even here 
worldly existence is vanquished by those whose mind is fixed on 
uniformity (of Spirit), because Bi ah rna is without fault and of 
uniform ( 232 ) nature.** Because Brahma, v-iz , spiritual essence, 
18 uniform when freed from the faults resulting from connection 
with Nature. 

230 Soul IB the same in essence, though there is a real dis 
tinetion of individuals. 

231. Bhngavadglta V. 18 

232 Ibid. V 19 See lUmanuia’s Bhashya on the passage. 
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In view of the passages “ This Vishiju is the lord of all beings, 
O students of Brahma, (m the Varaha Parana) “ The god Han 
is the highest object, by goodness Soul is liberated, goodness is one 
With NarS.yaija,*’ (aud in the Linga Parana) “ Vishnu himself 
IS essentially goodness, there is no possibility of protection apart 
from Han the lord of all*' those who accept the authority of 
sacred institutes cannot entertriin the supposition that (233) any 
other intelligence (spiritual being) (th m Naiayanais the Supieme 
Spirit), And there is also the following “ He is here chilled Han 
because he subdues and takes away Biahma, Indra, Rudra, Yama, 
and Varuna ” 

And that Naiayana is the opposite of all imperfection, and the 
repository of the whole assemblage of excellent qualities is known 
from such texts as “Verily one only, Naiayana, existed,** “Verily 
eternal is Narayana,’* “ This Narayana is the Innei Soul of all 
beings, devoid of sin, the one heavenly deity,** “Narayani is the 
Supreme Biahma, Naiayana is the Supieme Spirit,** (in the Subala 
Upainshad) “ What then existed? Nothing indeed existed here (in 
the world) “ in the beginning , there was a baseless root — these 
creatures are produced — there was one heavenly deity, Narayana 

2 S3 The sense seems to he that though, as just shown, all 
apirit IS the same in essence, still there a fixed distinction of nstuie 
between the Supieme Spiiit ( Narayana) and Soul 
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(in the Svefa^vataia Upanishad) “He is ominfic, omniscient,’ 
self-caused (self-existent), who knows, is the author of time, endow- 
ed with qualities, who knows everything, is the master of natuie 
and the embodied soul, the lord of the three qualities, the cause 
of the bondage, existence, and liberation of the woild,^' “Uni- 
versal existence in sp.\ce and time, and likewise the bestowing of 
liberation, pertain to 11a ii , but only a little of his divine greatness 
I has been declared,” (in the Skanda Pm ana) “ He who takes captive 
I in the snaie of existence, and he who libeiates from the snare of 
! existence, the giver of absolute emancipation, tlie Supreme 
Brahriia, is the etern il Vishnu alone” For the words ‘ Existent,' 
‘Biahma,' ‘the Self,’ ‘the Blessed,’ etc, having their meaning 
defined by the word Narayaua occuning in like passages (of the 
Veda), denote the same deity (Naiayana) 

But you will say, Since the words “Spirit alone was this in 
the (234?) beginning” affrm the existence of unity piior to cieation, 
how can Narayana differenced by subtile Soul and not-Soul be the 
cause of the world ? We reply that in “That from which these 
beings are born, by which when born they live, into which depart- 
ing they (235) enter,” it is set forth that beings having i ejected 

234. Brihad Aranyaka U]>ani8had I. 4. 1. 

235. Taittiilja Upanishad III. 1. 
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^heir gi()88 foim exist lu Biahma (236) by the assumption of a 
subtile form, l>ut destruction of essence is not intended ; for in 
“ The Impel isbable One (Soul) is merged in darkness (Nature) 
driilfness hecomes one with the Supreme Deity/* — it is declaied that 
Natuie, here designated by the teiiu darkness, becomes one with 
the Supieuie Spirit The becoming one with the Suprertie Spirit 
is existing as that which cannot be cognised as (237) distinct. 
This is the meaning of the word ‘ laya,’ as seen for instance in 
“ The birds aie merged (concealed) in the tree/* “the deer are 
meiged (concealed; in the foiest** Hence, too, it is said “ In the 
beginning this w.is hidden by daikness and unperceived/' “From 
this the Maya- associated One cieates all this, and in it another, 
(Soul), IS enclosed by (238) Maya ** (239) For that “ Having entered 
in. He is the luler of beings, the self, (or soul), of all,” means that, 
the Lord existing in subtile form becomes his own ruler, and his 
own self, is wholly unreasonable , just as it would be to say ‘fire 

236. Dining the period of pralayi they oontmue to exist one 
with Brahma, and thus the Supreme, differenced by subtile soul and 
not-Soul, becunies the cause of the world. 

237. Nut the becoming identical with. 

238 ^vetasvatara XJpanishad IV. 9. 

239. Here begins a long repetition of paragraphs occurring at 

pp 51 — 53. 
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burns Itself/ Likewise that by the woids “It is He alone thal 
causes him whom He desires to degrade to do wrong deeds/^ it is 
meant that He, though omniscient, causes wrong deeds which are 
the occasion of His own expeiienciiig of hell, in the form of Soul, 
and that He though able to cease fiom evil deeds, is the regulator 
(actuator) therein, is altogethei incongruous* 

And the author of the Sutras has said “ Thiougb the de- 
claration of the other, (Soul), to be Brahma, there would attach 
the fault of the not-making of what is beneficial,'* etc , i c , 
it is said by those who maintain the identity of the world 
with Brahma, that the identity of Soul also with Brahma is 
declared by the texts “That thou art*' and “this Self is 
Brahma,” etc. In reply thereto, it is urged (in the Sutra), 'If 
by these sentences it is declared that another, viz , Soul, is Biahma 
then the not-making of a world taking the foim of what is 
beneficial to himself, and the making of a world injurious to 
himself, and other faults will attach to Brahma as one endowed 
with the attributes of omniscience, real resolve, etc. This world is 
a cause of infinite pain, originating from self (body, etc ), from 
elemental beings (wild beasts, etc), and from superhuman powers 
( demons, etc), and one who is self-dependent and wise does not 
engage in such a woik, {viz , as the making of the woild), result- 
ing m his own disadvantage 
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The Sruti passages declaring that Brahma is distinct fiom 
Soul, are rejected by you when you assert the identity of the 
world and Brahma, for if theie is distinction, identity cannot be 
established. If you say that the Sruti passages that speak of dis- 
tinction, relate to adventitious distinction, and the Sruti passages 
that speak of identity relate to essential identity, then in this le- 
gard it ought to be stated whether the unconditioned Biahma, the 
cause of the world, knows Soul to be essentially identical with 
himself or not If he does not know, theie is an end to omniscience. 
If he does know, then there inevitably attach to Biahma, as one 
knowing the pain of Soul, identical with himself, to be lus own pain, 
the faults of the not-making (of a world) beneficial to himself, and 
the making (of a world) injurious to himself. 

It may be said that the difference between Soul and Brahma 
is the product of ignorance, and that the Sruti passages which 
speak of difference relate to this ignorance — imagined difference, 
(and not to any real distinction). Here, also, on tlie view that 
ignorance resides in Soul, the afore-mentioned dilemma ( 240 ) 
would present itself, and the same consequence would follow. If 


240. Namely, that stated on p. 73. 
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von maintain that ignoiance resides in Biabina, we reply that 
' Bialunx being of sell-1 nimnou-) essence cannot be a witness of 
Ignorance, uoi can (241) the creation of the woikl l>e a result of 
, such witnessing If }ou say that the light (luminous nature or 
essence of Bialun.i) is concealed liy ignoiancc, vve leply that 
concealment causes f«dluie of light , heuc^* as light (luminousness, 
self-inanifestatioiO is the essence (of Biahina), tlieie would 
oceui a failure (destruction) of essence The destruction of es- 
sence tlms inxolved, and innunieiable othci faults have aheady 
been spoken of 

Again, there is the Sutra, ‘ But (242) (Biahina) is ul tenor 
to Soul (or Self), because of there being a declaiation of diffei- 
ence.” The word ‘but’ sets aside the (opp(xsito) view. Biabma 
IS ulterior, is a diffeieut being fiom the Internal Soul oi Self, 
which is susceptible of connection with pain oiiginating in the 
(corporeal self etc Whence ? ‘ Because of theie being a de- 
claration of difference’ — because the Supreme Brahma is declared 
to be distinct fiom the Inteinal Soul in such Sruti passages as 

241. The cieation of the world (duality) is held by the iSankaras 
to be the result of Brahma’s being a witness (perceiver) of Nescience, 

242. Brahma Sutras II 1. 22. 




“ 9 sKw»D “ ?igRS5i: 

fq^ia ^Igf3J5i^a5^f ‘‘ W^I gm^T^^I- 

aj^ifT ’% ^WT^IQT ^31^ f3^^?irJlW!f3T5®II WlOni ^11^- 
^ 5 : '% “ ’% “ f^?^IT f^ruisit^ ”, “ 5T- 

VMmh 5 ! 53 

K\^\ S31?inTWl fs^l ^3 5%I s^Kra^I ” 3P513JI: I fI3H 
5231313 ^33^^W5: ” fll^31f»iqi =1 3Tli f%^- 

^ 35 3T5rl^ ” fjlfa ^13531151 3I3%3 3^Wf3;3I 

3ifiiviiJfiT^i5i^i3: 55 ^, 5| 

“He (24.‘i) who (Ivvellinc^ in Soul is witliiii Soul, iiliom Soul does 
not know, wluisc l>ody Soul ih, who rules Soul within, he i& thy 
Soul (Self), the rulei within, the immortcil,’* “But (241») when he 
regcuds Soul and the Actnatoi as distinct, then deliglited theie- 
by (01 togethei with him, the Actu.itoi, the Supreme Spint) 
he attciiiis uninoiUlit} ” “He (245) is the cause, the loid of the 
lord of the oigaus,” “ One (240) of them eats the sweet fruit the 
otlier looks on without eating,” “Thtre (247) are two, one know^- 
ing, tlie othci not knowing, hotli unborn, one stiong, the othei 
weak,” “ Fiom (24S) this the Ma,\a — associated one cieates all 
thi^, and in it anothei (Soul) is impiisoned by Mata,” “ Tl e (249) 
Master of Nature and of Soul, the lord of the qualities,” “He 
(250) IS the eternal among the eternals (the siipiemely eternal) 

243. Bi iLad Aianjaka Upanibhad III. 7. 22. «^wa instead of 
vijndna, acconling to the Madhyaudina text. 

244. J^vctasvataia Upauishad I. 6. 

245. Ibid. VI. 9. 

246 Ibid IV. 6. 

247. Ibid. I 9. 

248. Ibid. IV. 9. 

249. Ibid. VI. 16. 

250. Ibid. ;§loka 13. 
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“ He who pervades the impeiishable (Soul), whose body the im- 
perishable IS, whom the imperishable does not know, is the 
inner Soul of all beings, devoid of sm, the one heavenly deity 
Naiayana ** 

(251; Moreover, in deep sleep also there is diffeionce bet- 
ween Soul and the Supieme Spirit, for m the words “This pei- 
son embiaced by the omniscient Soul knows nothing that is 
without, nothing that is within,” it is declared that in the state 
of deep sleep there is a sublation of all knowledge pertaining to 
Soul of what IS without and within, because it has been fieed 
from all weariness (when embraced) by the all-knowing Supreme 
Spirit , for one who is devoid of knowledge cannot at the same 
tune be embraced by his own self being all-knowing and truly 
existent. And in “He then becomes united with the existent, 
my dear child, he is gone to his own self,” it is not declared that 
theie exists a unity of essence in the case of Soul and the 
Supreme Spirit, but rather it is taught that because of the non- 
existence of consciousness as to name and form in the time of 
deep sleep there is absorption in Brahma as in the time of the 
d ssolution of the universe. “ He is gone to bis own self,” i. e. 

251. Repeated from p. 62. 
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he IS then absorbed in Biahina as his own self, but his own ab- 
sorption in his own self is impossible, ANo in "He then he- 
comes united with the existent, my dear child,” the words ^ iinite«l 
with ^ agiecing in meaning with the woid ‘embraced,’ in accoiil- 
ance with the pioper foice of the thud (instinmental) case, it is 
impossible that Soul and Brahma should be one m essence 
Hence the authoi of the Sutras has said, "Because there is le- 
piesentation of difference in deep sleep, and in the going forth 
(of Soul at death).” 

Of like import are the Sutras "Because (252) the qualities 
that aie to be described find place in (aie possible, belong to) 
Brahma alone,” " Because (253) they do not find place in the 
embodied one, Soul, (that is not lefeiied to as intelligent, etc)” 
The qualities about to be desciibed find place in the Supreme | 
Spirit alone — " He (254?) who is intelligent, whose body is vital 
spirit, whose foim is light, whose resolves are real, whose essence 
is like ether, whose are all works, all desiies, all smells, and all 
tastes, who embraces all this, who is without speech, and without 
regard (for any object, as one with no desire unsatisfied).” 

252. Brahma Satras L 2. 2. 

253. Ibid. Satra 3. 

254. Chhaudogya Upanishad III. 14. 2. 
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^ivaTf^f^H9^T?5 « 

5! ^ ‘* a#” fn ai’aa^, 

‘ ff3ai5ii!ii’ I f«g>of5 “aa a#’*- 

ff»a^^aTSSm^aif5aiCTifafaf^)gnRi j^r: « 9 ajg f af- 
^ff! ” a^Sliqig^fai^Tsi'a*; sifw q- 

5^Tm^R!afqRf?! wal^ i ‘* ^as^aaiafa ^a1^5 
*iwif^al9i«iipi ana: ^ fa^ra:, 

va Cv 

“ arai5^i sf na a Hif?!i jai i aa 

Blit it may bo saiil that the preceding words (2")*)) Let him 
j thus meditate ” eoiitam the rneditit’on (npasana) eiijoine<l, the 
' foregoing ‘ He wlio i> intelligent,’ ete , is an injunction of (ju.ihties 
by the asciiption of which the medication is to be peifoimed, 
and, fmtliennoic, medit4tion liy mean^ of unreal qualities may be 
the mnttei enjoined (2*30), <as in the text “ Let (2 >7) him meditate 
on mind as Bi dinui,” (wheie mind is only an assumed quality of 
; Biahma),foi otheiwise such sentences as “without (258) voice, 

' without touch,” teaching that Biahnia is without (jinilitie^, would 
be contiadicted Hence intelhgenee and the othei qualities 
mentioned aie not real. 

We reject this view, for the leason thst it would contradict the 
Rutia “Because (2‘)0) of the setting forth of one certified in nil ” 
Its meaning is that in all the Vedanta texts Brahma is ceitified, 

I 

2*35. Namely, in the passage just quoted. 

250^ Oi, as this translation seems loiequne vi?ntd7^(hah, pot haps 
the more coriect tr.inslation would he ‘and this meditation may have 
its object (viz Brahma) enjoined (declaied) thiough the medium of 
unreal qualities ’ 

257 , Chhandogja TTpanifchad ITT. 18. 1, 

258. Katlia Uimiushad T. 3. 15. 
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ii?«: f Jiisig[5^T9f%[^;, si ^sFfiH^TOfir 5 m- 

jRia: 1 sFiiaa^iTB c^^s^rsiiT^ftf?* 

“ flF?i fii^^Tfw- 

^mri T7DiqH^?i ^ofirl ”, “ ^ 

”, “ nm sfifl ’% « q^iw 

”, ” ^ ?Ir^l1S^lwjfva5R^ ”, “ 5! ”, 

‘‘ ff qJTSl^SKrai^ >1^T ^ ”, qRlt ” siKUiqil- 

NA Gv 

and heie (in the Chhainlogya Upanisliad) the very same bein^ 
that IS mentioned in the beginning of the passage — “One should 
tlnis calmly me<litate, "All this is Brahma, for it is produced, 
absoibcd, <iad breathes in th it ’ ” — is (in III U 2) set foith as 
difierenced by intelligence and othei <[ualities. For it cannot be 
alleged that the argument contiined m the Siitra is ‘Because of 
the setting foith of fictitiously — asenbed (unieal) (pialities in all 
the Vedanta te^ts,’ seeing that that would involve the dispioof of 
what both the Vedaiit i and youi sy’^tem seek to prove (viz, the 
tiue natuie of Brahma) 

Nor can it be saiil tliat the woids ‘all this is Brahma’ aie 
really intended to make known the non-existence (of all but 
Brail in<\), for that would be opposed to the at gii merit which 
follows — ‘for it is produced, absorbed, and bieatlies in that.’ 
Moi cover, if the woids ‘all this is Biahma’ are really an in- 
junction (declaration) of the falsity (of all but Biahma) by 
declaring the woild to be a mcie appearance (01 by making 
manifest its real nature), then the following injunction of medi- 
tation on Brahma as possessed of qualities, viz ‘ Let him thus 
meditate,’ would be meaningless, foi it would be iiiational to 

2^9. Brahma SQtras I. 2. 1. 
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lai^ ^?n f^jf id^ ” r 

hold that one who has received the knowledge that Biahma is 
undifferenced (devoid of qualities) should afterwards be enjoined 
to meditate on Brahma as possessed of qualities. As for ‘ without 
voice, without touch ' and othei Siuti passages, they teach that 
the nature of Brahma is diffeient fiom that of the elements 
and the pioducts of the elements, hence they do not contradict 
those passages which describe the possession of qualities (as ‘ He 
who is intelligent,* etc). For as the Smiiti says, “The qualities 
of Nature, viz, mttvddi, pertain not to the Loid” 

But it may be said that m the passage just quoted ( ‘ without 
voice, without touch,* etc,) the words ‘Likewise without taste, 
eternal, without smell,’* aie a denial of smell, taste, etc., but heie 
(in the passage ‘ He who is intelligent * etc ), the words ‘ whose 
are all smells and all tastes* are an affirmatiou of all smell and 
taste (as qualities of Brahma), and there cannot be in the same 
entity both qualities and the absence of qualities. Hence the 
(apparent) contiadiction is to be repelled by describing (setting 
forth) a distinction of subjects (in the Vedic texts), namely thus, 
that intelligence and other qualities (therein mentioned) pertain 
to Brahma viewed as an effect, and voicelessness, etc , to the pure 
(absolute) Brahma. 

This, too, we i eject, for the following and other passages of 
the Siutiand Smriti prove that to Narayana alone pertains the 
highest natuie, and that he is endowed with qualities as possess* 
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5^nT: lal ura^fsinSl^ft anj arasiT fqga*^ ^rsiT^Tfe^- 
if^: ”, “ 511 ^?sRT saifWi^Hi ’% ‘‘ aTT s^a «na- 

^ “ ?iFa RRiaai: ” ?[raif5^f^5gf^fii4iTiiWF^9 ar* 

?ira fijsaaj^anDain^iStii lanaira nif ^it^naiTffrffgsT f%a- 

mg divine and excellent qualities, and devoid of qualities as fiee 
from natural (peitaining to Piakriti) and evil qualities — '‘All 
this IS the (Supreme) Spirit, all lives througfi him,” "The rnastei 
of all, the lord of soul, the eternal, blessed, imperishable,” "Whom 
(2G0) s^ges weave (as weavers a piece of cloth) m the midst of 
the world-ocean, (that is, whom sages know to peivade all 
things,* " There is none who rules ovei him,** " His (261) name is 
Gieat Glory,” " One who is higher than the high, and gieater 
than the great,’* "There is none seen equal to him, or superior,’* 

" There (262) is none equal to thee,” " Theie nevei has been, nor 
will be, one greater than the lotus-eyed Vishnu,” (m the Vaiaha 
Purana) " There has not been, nor will bo, a greater deity than 
Narayana,” (in the Brahma Puiana) " There is declared no other 
lefuge like unto him, so, without doubt, the Vedas steadfastly 
pioclaim,” (in the Svetalvatara Upauishad) " He is omnific, omni- 
scient, self-caused, who knows, is the authoi (or destioyer) of time, 
endowed with qualities, all-knowing, master of Nature and Soul, 
loid of the qualities, the cause of the bondage, the existence, and 
the liberation of the woild,” "One God hidden in all beings, all- 
pervading, tlie innei soul of all beings, the supei visor of works, the 
dweller in all beings, the witness, the observer, absolute, and 
without qualities,” " Endowed with qualities, devoid of qualities, 
attainable by knovvle<lge, is V^ishnu , all tlie companies of holy 
sages cannot declaie all his qualities though he is serparate from 
the qualities of Nature (sattvddi)** This Spirit is devoid of sin,** 

260 Mahanaiayana Upauihhad 3 

261. J§vet“isvatara Up^nisha-i IV 19. 

262. Bhagavadgita XI 4 3 
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if^ «9!»ig[WTgBn^itaa»B^n 

^5T5fTFIrg^K: II 

“ His supreme power is declared to be manifold,” ‘‘Naiayana is 
the (highest) being, the supreme’' 

By thus describing (setting foith) a distinction of subjects 
since it appeal « tiiat Biahma is one only, a tvvo-fohl natuie is 
wrongly asserteil 

Thus fai a biief indication (of the sy‘>teni of Rrtmrinujn, and 
Lis refutation of yankaia doctiines} 
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